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CRLIL IG LIE? 


Mapam, 


Your known zeal for the cause in the defence of which 
this work is composed, is my motive for prefixing your 
name to it. It is a great and important question that is 
now in agitation, and it is but justice that posterity should, 
if possible, be made acquainted with the names of those 
zealous advocates of truth, whose exertions, though not in 
the character of writers, have yet, in various other ways, 
contributed to its successful spread. In this honourable 
class [ know of few names that are entitled to stand before 
that of Mrs. Rayner. 

Such is our social nature, that those who are actuated by 
the purest love of truth, and whose views are the most 
single, feel, and therefore, in some degree, want the addi- 
tional motive which arises from the concurrence of others, 
in a cause in which the world in general is against them. 
But a very few, united in a love of truth, of the importance 
of which they are deeply sensible, will easily bear up against 
any combination. Numbers, power, wealth, long establish- 
ment, fashion, interest, and every other advantage on the 
side of error, inspire no fear or distrust, but rather give 
courage to the small band that fight under the banners of 
truth and right. The contest itself is glorious, and their 
confidence of final success makes them easy, and even 
joyful, under all opposition. 

Believing, as lam persuaded that you, Madam, as well 
as myself, do, that a wise Providence superintends al] 
events, guiding the thoughts and pursuits of every indi- 


* See Dr. Priestley’s own Mem. on his “ leaving Lord Shelburn;” and Mem. 
οἵ. Lindsey, pp. 119—121, 156, 359. Mrs. Rayner died at Clapham in 1600, in 
her 87th year. See Gent. Mag. LXX. p. 907. 
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vidual to the most proper object, and in the most proper 
time, we rejoice in seeing every question of great moment, 
and especially those relating to theology, become the subject 
of interesting discussion ; well knowing that it is a prelude 
to the enlargement of the minds of men, the detection of 
error, and the propagation of truth, with which the well- 
being of mankind, here and hereafter, is always, more or 
less, connected. 

You, Madam, have sufficiently shewn a mind superior to 
every thing that this world can hold out in opposition to 
the claims of reason and conscience; and the knowledge 
that | have of your enlarged views, and your noble intre- 
pidity in following truth wherever you apprehend it to lead 
you, and in overlooking all obstacles that would oppose 
right conduct, will always, I hope, increase my own zeal 
and firmness in the same cause. Such examples are ever 
present to my mind; and it is impossible that they should 
be contemplated without some beneficial influence. 

Society, like yours, and that of our common and excel- 
lent friend Mr. Lindsey, (without, however, excluding 
many others who think differently from us with respect to 
the object of this work, but whose christian spirit I revere, 
and, 1 hope, emulate,) is one chief source of my happiness 
here. And I have no greater wish than to rejoin such 
friends hereafter, and share in their pursuits ἢ ἃ future 
world, as | have done in the present ; not doubting but that 
we shall find proper objects for the exercise of that ardent 
love of truth, and that zeal and activity in promoting it, 
(as well as for the principles of piety and benevolence in 
general,) which have been formed here. 

Wishing that your sun may set with serenity, in the 
pleasing prospect of the successful spread of that truth 
which it has been your great wish to promote, and of that 
future happy world, in which truth and virtue will reign 
triumphant, 


I am, with the truest respect, 
MapaMm, 
Your most obliged, humble Servant, 


J. PRIKST LEY: 
Birmingham, May, 1786. 
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ee 


Tue History of the Corruptions of Christianity 1 wrote as a 
sequel to my IJnstetutes of Natural and Revealed Religion, 
and therefore chiefly for the use of the unlearned, who might 
wish to know in what manner, and from what causes, such 
doctrines as those of the Tranzty, Atonement, Original Sin, 
&c. arose, and got so firm an establishment in the creeds of 
so many persons professing Christianity, with the genuine 
principles of which they are totally discordant. 

That work having engaged me in a controversy * with 
respect to the first article of it, viz. the History of Opinions 
concerning Christ, | have been led to give more particular 
attention to the subject ; and this has produced the mate- 
rials for the work which I now present to the public, and 
especially to the learned, to whom it is more particularly 
addressed ; though, I hope, that the greatest part of it will 
be sufficiently intelligible to readers of good sense, who may 
not have had the advantage of a scholastic education. 

In composing this work, I can truly say that I have 
spared neither time, labour nor expense. When I formed 
the design of it, | was determined to do it from original 
writers, without even looking into any modern author 
whatever. I therefore perused all the books of which a 
catalogue will be given at the close of the work (which are 
all that I could purchase, or conveniently borrow), with as 
much care as I thought the nature of each required, having 
only one object in view ; and I did not knowingly overlook 
any passage that promised to throw light upon the subject. 

Having collected and arranged these materials, furnished 
by those original authors, I applied myself to the reading of 
all the modern writers of any reputation for learning in eccle- 
siastical history, whether their opinions were the same with 


* See the Replies to the Monthly Reviewer and to Dr. Horsley. 
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mine, or not. But the addition that I made to my own 
collection of authorities by this means amounted to very 
little, not more than about twenty or thirty, and those, in 
general, of no great consequence. What more I could have 
done | cannot tell. By delaying the publication a year or 
two longer, and revising the work again and again, I might, 
no doubt, have made it more complete, especially as a com- 
position. But with me this is no object at all; and the 
improvement that I might have made in the work in other 
respects would not, I think, have been very material. 

With great tranquillity and satisfaction, therefore, I now 
commit this History to my friends, and to my enemies; 
sufficiently aware that it is not without its defects to exercise 
the candour of the former, and the captiousness of the latter. 
But no work of this extent, and of this nature, can be ex- 
pected to be perfect. I have myself discovered great mistakes 
and oversights in those who have gone before me; and not- 
withstanding all my care, I shall not be surprised if those 
who come after me, especially if they walk over the same 
ground more leisurely than I have done, should find some 
things to correct in me. To make this as easy as possible, 
I have printed my authorities at full length. But I am con- 
fident, that all my oversights will not invalidate any position 
of consequence in the whole work ; and this is all that the 
real inquirer after truth will be solicitous about. 

On no former occasion have | declined, but on the con- 
trary I have rather courted, and provoked, opposition, because 
1 am sensible it is the only method of discovering truth ; and 
1 am far from wishing that this work may escape the most 
rigorous examination. It will enable me to correct any 
future editions of it, and make it more perfect than it is 
possible for me to make it at present. I hope also that the 
controversy will be continued by men of learning, though I 
may now think myself excused from taking any part in it. 
But with respect to this, I do not pretend to have any fixed 
determination. Every writer who wishes not to mislead the 
public, is answerable for what he lays before them. At their 
bar he is always standing, and should hold himself ready to 
answer any important question, when it is properly put to 
him. ! 

This I shall have a good opportunity of doing in the 
Theological Repository, which | have revived, and which is 
published occasionally; and, to repeat what 1 said on a 
former occasion, ‘‘ If any person will give his name, and 
propose any difficulty whatever relating to the subject of this 
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Work, so that I shall see reason to think that it proceeds 
from a love of truth, I here promise that I will speak fully 
to it, and 1 shall be as explicit as I possibly can.” * Not- 
withstanding the pains that have been taken to exhibit me 
to the public as an unfair and disingenuous writer, I trust 
that with many, at least, [ have some character to lose; or 
ifso much has been taken away that I have but little left, it 
may be presumed that I shall be the more careful of it on 
that account, 

[ was my earnest wish to have had the advantage of a 
public discussion of the subject of this work by a learned 
Arian, before | had proceeded to the composition of it. I 
solicited for such an opponent both publicly and privately, 
but without success; which I think is much to be regretted. 
In lieu of this, I have collected the ideas of the Arians in a 
more private way, and have myself endeavoured to suggest 
all that I possibly could in support of their opinion. It will 
be seen that I have given particular attention to their doc- 
trine through the whole course of the work ; and i must say 
that, I find no evidence of its existence before the time of 
Arius. If I have proved this, the hypothesis must be aban- 
doned. For no person can long satisfy himself with saying, 
it is sufficient for him if he find his opinion in the Scriptures, 
and that he will not trouble himself about that of others, 
however near to the time of the apostles. For it will be an 
unanswerable argument, @ priori, against any particular 
doctrine being contained in the Scriptures, that it was never 
understood to be so by those persons for whose immediate 
use the Scriptures were written, and who must have been 
much better qualified to understand them, in that respect at 
least, than we can pretend to be at this day. 

My Arian friends, [ am well aware, will think that, in 
this, as well as in a great part of the work, I bear peculiarly 
hard upon them; and 1 frankly acknowledge it. I think 
theirs to be an hypothesis equally destitute of support in the 
Scriptures, in reason, and inhistory. There is, I eyen think, 
less colour for it than for the Trinitarian doctrine as it stood 
before the Council of Nice. For afterwards, it became a 
perfect contradiction, undeserving of any discussion. 

It would give me much pain to offend my Arian friends, 
as I fear I shall do in this work ; because for many of them 

have a great esteem, for some of them as great as 1 have 


* See Letters to Horsley, Pt. ii. Prefsee. 
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for any living characters whatever. But I flatter myself 
that, as they know me well, they will be satisfied, that all I 
have advanced arises from the fulness of my persuasion with 
respect to the fallaciousness of their principles, and my 
earnest desire to recommend to them a system better founded 
than their own. ᾿ 

They will be more particularly offended at my not allow- 
ing them the title of Unitarians. But for this 1 have given 
my reasons; and I respect them as good men and good 
Christians, which is of infinitely more value. Besides, the 
title of Unitarians is that which had always been given to 
those who have of late been called Socinians in this country, 
till Arianism was introduced by Mr. Whiston, Dr. Clarke, 
and Mr. Pierce, at a time when the old Unitarians, such as 
were Mr. Biddle, and Mr. Firmin, (those most respectable 
of men,) were almost extinct. We therefore only reclaim 
an old possession, and by this means get quit of a denomina- 
tion from a particular person, which is never a pleasing 
circumstance. But let my reasons be considered, and by 
them I am willing to stand or fall. 

There is one particular subject on which I have much 
enlarged in this treatise, and about which I had no intention 
to write at all, when I began to collect materials for it. It 
is the miraculous conception of Jesus, concerning which I had 
not at that time entertained any doubt; though I well knew 
that several very eminent and learned Christians, of ancient 
and modern times, had.disbelieved it. ‘The case was, that, 
in perusing the early christian writers, with a view to collect 
all opinions concerning Christ, I found so much on this 
subject, that I could not help giving particular attention to 
it; and it being impossible not to be struck with the absur- 
dity of their reasoning about it, [was by degrees led to think 
whether any thing better could be said in proof of the fact ; 
and at length my collections and speculations, grew to the 
size that is now before the reader. 

It has been my business to collect and digest facts and 
opinions, and it will be his to form a judgment concerning 
them. What] myself think of them he will easily perceive, 
because I have frankly acknowledged it; but that ought not 
to bias him. I rather wish that it may operate to awaken 
_ his suspicions, and lead him to examine what I have advanced, 

with the greatest rigour. To assist his judgment, I have kept 
nothing back that has occurred to myself, or that has been 
suggested by othérs ; and in order to collect opimions with 
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more ease, | first published this article in the Theological 
Repository, as | also did that relating to the intricate business 
of Platonism. 

1 am well aware that what I have advanced on this subject 
will give my enemies fresh occasion for raising a clamour 
against me. But they cannot, with this new provocation, 
add to what they have already said of me. If they tax me 
with mean artifice, base disingenuity, gross ignorance, and 
the most wilful perversion of the authors I quote, there will 
be nothing new in it. My ears are now accustomed to these 
charges, and callous to them; so that I receive them as 
things of course. And though I, no doubt, wish to stand 
better with my readers, and to pass for a fair and earnest, 
though fearless inquirer after truth (because I believe myself 
to be so), it is, from habit, no great pain to me to be consi- 
dered in a different light. To my enemies, therefore, who 
have already calumniated me so grossly, | make no apology, 
and of them I ask no favour. I should sue in vain if [ did. 

The only article for which I acknowledge myself an adyo- 
cate in this work, is the truth and antiquity of the proper 
Unitarian doctrine, in opposition to the Trinitarian and Arian 
hypotheses. And even with respect to this, 1 am, as I have 
observed before, by no means sanguine in my expectations 
from the effect of the most forcible arguments ; the minds 
of many being at present greatly indisposed to receive the 
opinion that I contend for, in consequence of strong early 
prejudices in favour of a different one; prejudices which 
have been confirmed by much reading, thinking and conver- 
sation. Least of all can I expect to make any impression 
on those who are advanced in life. My chief expectations 
are from the young, and from posterity. And it is happy 
for the cause of truth, as well as other valuable purposes, 
that man is mortal; and that while the species continues, 
the individuals go off the stage. For otherwise the whole 
species would soon arrive at its maximum in all improve- 
ments, as individuals now do. 

In this work | find myself in a great measure, as I was 
well apprized, upon new ground. At least, I see reason to 
think that it has never been sufficiently examined by any 
person who has had the same general views of things that [ 
have. Dr. Lardner, who was as much conversant with the 
early christian writers as perhaps any man whatever, and 
whose sentiments on the subject of this controversy were 
the same with mine, yet had another object in reading them, 
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Przipcovius * wrote upon this subject, but what he 
has advanced is very short and very imperfect. What 
Zwickert did, I can only learn from bishop Bull, who 
had not seen all his works; but I suspect that he was not 
master of all the evidence that may be procured from a 
careful reading of ancient writers, and a comparison of the 
several circumstances to be collected from them.¢ And it 
certainly requires no small degree of patience, as well as 
judgment and sagacity, to trace the real state of the Uni- 
tarian Christians in early times, from the writings of their. 
enemies only. For all their own writings are either grossly 
interpolated, or have perished, except the Clementines. But 
a candid reader will make allowance for this great disadvan- 
tage which, as the historian of the Unitarians, I have laboured 
under. Who is there that will pretend to collect from the 
Roman historians only, a complete account of the affairs of 
the Carthaginians, the maxims of their conduct, and the 
motives of their public transactions, especially in relation to 
those things with respect to which, we know that they 
mutually accused each other? Ni 

As to the learned Christians of the last age (excepting 
the Athanasians), they were almost all Arians, such as Dr. 
Whitby, Dr, Clarke, Mr. Whiston, Mr. Jackson,§ Mr. Pierce, 
&c. In their time, it was a great thing to prove that the 
opinion of the perfect equality of the Son to the Father, in 
all divine perfections, was not the doctrine of the early ages. 
Those writers could not, indeed, help perceiving traces of 
the doctrine of the simple humanity of Christ; but taking 
it for granted that this was an opinion concerning him as 
much too low, as that of the Athanasians was too high, and 


* A Polish Knight, author of the Life of F. Socinus, and a variety of treatises, 
which Sandius has enumerated. He died, during his exile in Prussia, in 1670, 
aged 78. See Bib. Anti-Trin. pp. 123—126. Toulmin’s Sccinus, pp. 439—452. 

+ A native of Prussia, who became a physician, and died at Amsterdam, 1678, 
aged 66. See the titles of his numerous works in Sandius, pp. 151—156. 

{ Since this was written, I have had a particular account of this work from a 
Jearned foreign correspondent, and it has not contributed to heighten my regret at 
not having been able to procure it. It does not appear to me, that either Mr. 
Zwicker, or any of the Polish Socinians, were sufficiently acquainted with Chris- 
tian antiquity. (P.) See Introd. Letter to Horsley. Also an account of Bull's 
Primitiva et Apostolica Traditio, against Zwicker's Irenicum [renicorum, in Biog. 
Brit. II. p.704, Note. (ὟΝ. W.) Bull’s work was translated, in 1714, “ by a Pres- 
byter of the church of England,” with a virulent Preface, denouncing a “ formi- 
dable army of heretics,” from Simon Magus to Socinus, &c. On the treatment 
of Socinians, see Tillotson and South—contrasted by Jortin. Birch, Life of Tillot- 
son, Ed. 2, pp. 426—428. 

§ Rector of Rossington, who wrote in defence of Clarke's Script. Doct. He died, 
1768, aged 77. See Biog: Diet. VII. pp. $42-—845, and Nichols’s Lit. Anecdotes. 
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there being no distinguished advocates for the proper Uni- 
tarian doctrine in their time, they did not give sufficient 
attention to the circumstances relating to it. ‘These circum- 
stances it has been my business to collect and to compare ; 
and, situated as I am, it may be depended upon that | have 
done it with all the cireumspection of which 1 am capable. 

My authorities from original writers will perhaps be thought 
too full; but [ imagined that an error on this side would be 
the better extreme of the two. It will frequently be found 
that more is contained in the reference than in the text; 
but this will gratify some persons who may wish to see in 
what manner christian writers of so early a period expressed 
themselves on the subjects of this work, especially as but 
few of my readers will have an opportunity of seeing many 
of the originals. If some of my quotations should excite a 
smile, 1 hope they will not be displeased. In whatever light 
such passages may appear to them, they may be assured that 
they were written with great seriousness ; and this will con- 
tribute to their forming a more perfect idea of the character 
and manner of that class of writers. 

My classical reader must not expect the most correct style 
in the authors with whom 1 shall bring him acquainted, 
especially some of those who wrote in Latin; and the Greek 
writers abound with passages which the ablest critics have 
not been able to restore. In these cases I have generally 
given that reading which the editors have preferred, and 
sometimes that which 1 have thought the sense absolutely 
required. However, the meaning (which is all that I have 
to do with) is generally sufficiently obvious, when the gram- 
matical construction of the words is the most difficult. 

It is sometimes of great consequence to distinguish be- 
tween the genuine and the spurious works of the Fathers. 
With respect to this, I have mostly followed Cave. But, 
in general, it is sufficient for my purpose, if the books Ε quote 
were written within the period to which the supposed writers 
belong ; because al! that 1 am concerned with, is the exist- 
ence of any particular opinion in the age to which I refer it ; 
so that, in many cases, a mistake of this kind will not affect 
my object. Some will think that I have done wrong in 
ascribing the Philosophumena to Origen; and in quoting the 
treatise against Noetus, as if it was the work of Hippolytus, 
though in this Beausobre has done the same before me. 
But the former I really think bears the marks of an age as 
early as that of Origen, and the latter I have not quoted for 
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any purpose in which either the writer, or the exact date of 
the work, is concerned. 

I must also apprize my readers of another circumstance 
relating to my references, which is, that they will often find 
evidence as strongly in favour of any particular proposition 
under some other head, as that which they will see in the 
place where they will most naturally look forit. But having, 
as I imagined, a superfluity of evidence for every thing that 
I have advanced, rather than tire the reader with a multi- 
plicity of quotations of one kind, in any one place, I con- 
trived to introduce several of them under other heads, to 
which they likewise bore a relation. As to those persons, 
therefore, who are not satisfied with what I judge to be 
sufficient evidence, on any article, 1 would wish them to 
suspend their judgment till they have perused the whole 
work ; as it is very possible that they may be more struck 
with those authorities which they will find in some other 
place. 

To give as much perspicuity as I possibly could to so 
complex a subject, I have given particular attention to the 
arrangement of this work. For this purpose I have made 
many divisions and sub-divisions in it. On this account it 
was not easy to prevent the occurrence of the same con- 
siderations in different places; and I took the less care to 
avoid it, because the views of things that are repeated are of 
particular importance, though never that I know of exhi- 
bited before, so that I wished to impress them on the mind 
of the reader. 

Before I close this preface, I must apprize my readers, 
that I have introduced into this work every thing of which 
I could make any use, from any of the publications in my 
late controversy, as I there informed them that I should do. 
They have, therefore, before them all that I have been able 
to bring together, as materials from which to form their own 
judgment. And having done my duty with respect to them, 
let them do the same with respect to truth and to them. 


selves. 
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CONTAINING 


A VIEW OF THE PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE 
DOCTRINES OF THE DIVINITY AND PRE-EXISTENCE 
OF CHRIST. 
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SECTION I. 


Of the Argument against the Doctrines of the Divinity and 
Pre-existence of Christ, from the general Tenour of the 
Scriptures. 


WHEN we inquire into the doctrine of any book, or set of 
books, concerning any subject, and particular passages are 
alleged in favour of different opinions, we should chiefly 
consider what is the general tenour of the whole work with 
respect to it, or what impression the first careful perusal of 
it would probably make upon an impartial reader. This js 
not difficult to distinguish. For, in works of any consider- 
able extent, the leading doctrines, and particularly those 
which it was the particular design of the writers to inculcate, 
will occur frequently, and they will often be illustrated, and 
enforced by a variety of arguments; so that those things 
only will be dubious, the mention of which occurs but 
seldom, or which are not expressly asserted, but only in- 
ferred from particular expressions. But by attending only 
to some particular expressions, and neglecting, or wholly 
overlooking others, the strangest and most unaccountable 
Opinions may be ascribed to writers. Nay, without con- 
sidering the relation that particular expressions bear to 
others, and to the tenour of the whole work, sentiments the 
very reverse of those which the writers meant to inculcate 
may be ascribed to them. 


14 - ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE 


If, from previous instruction, and early habits, we find it 
difficult to ascertain the real meaning and design of a writer, 
in this way, we shall find much assistance by considering in 
what sense he was actually understood by those persons for 
whose use he wrote, and who must have been the best 
acquainted with his language. For if a writer expresses 
himself with tolerable clearness, and really means to be 
understood, (being well acquainted with the persons into 
whose hands his work will come,) he cannot fail to be so, 
‘with respect to every thing of consequence. 

if we wish to know whether Homer, for instance, enter- 
tained the opinion of there being more gods than one, we need 
only read his poems, and no doubt will remain concerning 
it; the mention of Jupiter, Juno, Mars, &c. and the part they 
took in the siege of Troy, occurring perpetually. [ἔην diffi- 
culty should still remain, we must then consider what were 
the opinions, and what was the practice of the Greeks, who 
read and approved his poems. [ἢ this way we shall soon 
satisfy ourselves, that Homer held the doctrine of a multipli- 
city of gods, and that he, and the Greeks in general, were 
what we call idolaters. 

In like manner, an impartial person may easily satisfy 
himselt, that the writers of the books of Scripture held the 
doctrine of one God, and that they were understood to do so 
by those persons for whose use the books were written. 

If we consult Moses’s account of the creation, we shall 
find that he makes no mention of more than one God, who 
made the heavens and the earth, who supplied the earth with 
plants and animals, and who also formed man. The plural 
number, indeed, is made use of when God is represented as 
saying, Gen. i, 26, “* Let us make man;” but that this is 
mere phraseology, is evident from its being said immediately 
after, in the singular number, ver. 27, ‘‘ God created man in 
his own image ;” so that the Creator was still one being. 
Also, in the account of the building of the tower of Babel, 
we read, Gen. xi. 6, 7, that ** the Lord saidlet us go down, 
and there confound their language ;” but we find, in the very 
next verse, that it was one being, only, who actually effected 
this. 

In all the intercourse of God with Adam, Noah, and the 
other patriarchs, no mention is made of more than one being 
who addressed them under that character. The name by 
which he is distinguished is sometimes Jehovah, and at other 
times the God of Abraham, &c.; but no doubt can be enter- 
tained, that this was the same being who is first mentioned 
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ufider the general title of God, and to whom the making of 
thé heavens and the earth is ascribed. 

Frequent mention is made iu the Scriptures, of angels, 
who sometimes speak in the name of God, but then they 
are always represented as the creatures and the servants of 
God. It is even doubtful whether, in some cases, what are 
ealled angels, ahd had the form of men, who even walked, 
aid spake, &c. like men, were any thing more than tem- 
porary appearances, and no permanent beings; the mere 
organs of the Deity, used for the purpose of making himself 
known and understood by his creatures. On no account, 
however, can these angels be considered as gods, rivals of 
the Supreme Being, or of the same rank with him. 

The most express declarations concerning the unity of 
God, and the importavce of the belief of it, are frequent 
in the Old Testament. The first commandment is, Exod. xx. 
3: “ Thou shalt have no other gods before me.” This is 
répeated in the most emphatical manner, Deut. vi. 4: “ Hear, 
O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord.” I have no occa- 
sion to repeat what occurs on this subject in the later 
prophets. lt appears, indeed, to have been the great object 
of the religion of the Jews, and of their being distinguished 
from other nations by the superior presence and superinten- 
dence of God, to preserve among them the knowledge of the 
divine unity, while the rest of the world were falling into 
idolatry. And by means of this nation, and the discipline 
which it underwent, that great doctrine was effectually 
preserved among men, and continues to be so to this day. 

Had there been any distinction of persons in the divine 
nature, such as the doctrine of the Trinity supposes, it is at 
least so like an infringement of the fundamental doctrine of 
the Jewish religion, that it certainly required to be explained, 
and the obvious inference from it to be guarded against, 
Had the eternal Father had a Son, and also a Spirit, each of 
them equal in power and glory to himself, though there 
should have been a sense in which each of them was truly 
God, and yet there was, properly speaking, only one God ; 
at least the more obvious inference would have been, that 
if each of the three persons was properly God, they would 
all together make three Gods. Since, therefore, nothing of 
this kind is said in the Old Testament, as the objection is 
never made, nor answered, it is evident that the idea had 
hot then occurred. No expression, or appearance, had at 
that time even suggested the difficulty. 

If we guide ourselves by the sense in which the Jews 
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understood their own sacred books, we cannot but conclude 
that they contained no such doctrine as that of the Christian 
Trinity. For it does not appear that any Jew, of ancient or 
modern times, ever deduced such a doctrine from them. 
The Jews always interpreted their Scriptures as teaching 
that God is simply one, without distinction of persons, and 
that the same being who made the world, did also speak to 
the patriarchs and the prophets, without the intervention of 
any other beings besides angels. 

Christians have imagined that the Messiah was to be the 
second person in the divine Trinity; but the Jews them- 
selves, great as were their expectations from the Messiah, 
never supposed any suchthing. And if we consider the pro- 
phecies concerning this great personage, we shall be satisfied 
that they could not possibly have led them to expect any 
other than a man, in that character. The Messiah is sup- 
posed to be announced to our first parents under the title of 
the seed of the woman, Gen. iii. 15. But the phrase born of 
woman, which is of the same import, is always in Scripture 
synonymous to man. Job says, ch. xiv. 1, ‘“‘ Man, that is 
born of a woman, is of few days and full of trouble ;” and 
again, ch. xxv. 4, “ How can he be clean that 15 born of a 
woman δ᾽ 

God promised to Abraham, Gen. xii. 3, that wm his seed 
all the families of the earth should be blessed. This, if it 
relate to the Messiah at all, can give us. no other idea than 
that one of his seed or posterity, should be the means of 
conferring great blessings on mankind. What else, also, 
could be suggested by the description which Moses is sup- 
posed to give of the Messiah, when he said, Deut. xviii. 18, | 
ὃς [ will raise them up a prophet, from among their brethren, 
like unto thee, and will put my words in his mouth, and he 
shall speak unto them all that 1 shall command him”? Here 
is nothing like a second person in the Trinity, a person equal 
to the Father, but a mere prophet, delivering, in the name of 
God, whatever he is ordered so to do. By Isaiah, who writes 
more distinctly concerning the Messiah than any of the 
preceding prophets, his sufferings and death are mentioned, 
ch. lili. Daniel also speaks of him as to be cué off, ch. ix. 
96. But surely these are characters of a man, and not those 
of a God. Accordingly, it appears, in the history of our 
Saviour, that the Jews of his time expected that their Mes- 
siah would be a prince and a conqueror, like David, from 
whom he was to be descended. 

In the New Testament we find the same doctrine concern- 
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ing God that we do in the Old. To the scribe who inquired 
which was the first and the greatest commandment, our Sa- 
viour answered, Mark xii. 29, ** The first of all the command- 
ments is, Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord.” 
And the scribe answered to him, ver. 32, ““ Well, Master, 
thou hast said the truth; for there is one God, and there is 
none other but he.” 

Christ himself always prayed to this one God, as his God 
and Father. He always spake of himself as receiving his 
doctrine and his power from him, and again and again dis- 
claimed having any power of his own. John v. 19: “ Then 
answered Jesus and said unto them, verily, verily, | say unto 
you, the Son can do nothing of himself.” Ch. xiv. 10: 
‘** The words that [ speak unto you, [ speak not of myself, 
but the Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the works,” 
Ch. xx. 17: ‘“* Go to my brethren, and say unto them, 1 
ascend unto my Father and your Father, and unto my God 
and your God.” It cannot, surely, be God that uses such 
language as this. 

The apostles, to the latest period of their writings, speak 
the same language ; representing the Father as the only true 
God, and Christ as a man, the servant of God, who raised 
him from the dead, and gave him all the power of which he 
is possessed, as a reward of his obedience. Peter says, Acts 
11. 22, 24, ** Ye men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of 
Nazareth, a man approved of God among you, by miracles, 
and wonders, and signs, which God did by him, &c. whom 
God hath raised up.” Paul also says, 1 Tim. ii. 5, ““ There 
is one God, and one Mediator between God and men, the 
man Christ Jesus.” Heb. ii. 9, 10: ‘* We see Jesus, who 
was made a little lower than the angels,” i.e. who was a man, 
“ for the suffering of death, crowned with glory and honour,” 
&c. ‘* For it became him for whom are all things, and by 
whom are all things, in bringing many sons unto glory, to 
make the captain of their salvation perfect through suffer- 
ings.” 

Such, I will venture to say, is the general tenour of the 
Scriptures, both of the Old and the New Testament; and 
the passages that even seem to speak, or that can by any 
forced construction be made to speak, a different language, 
are comparatively few. It will also be seen, in the course of 
this history, that the common people, for whose use the 
books of the New Testament were written, saw nothing in 
them of the doctrines of the pre-existence or divinity of 
Christ, which many persons of this day are so confident that 
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they see in them. For the night understanding of these 
particular texts, | must refer my readers to the writings of 
Mr. Lindsey,* and to a small tract which I published, 
entitled, “Α Familiar [Illustration of certain Passages of 
Scripture.” t 
Why was not the doctrine of the Trinity taught as expli- 
citly, and in as definite a manner in the New Testament at 
least, as the doctrine of the divine unity is taught in both the 
Old and New Testaments, if it be a truth ὃ kid why is the 
doctrine of the unity always delivered in so unguarded a 
manner, and without any_exception made in favour of a 
Trinity, to prevent any mistake with respect to it, as is always 
now done in our orthodox catechisms, creeds, and discourses 
on the subject? For it cannot be denied but that the doc- 
trine of the Trinity looks so like an infringement of that of 
the unity, (on which the greatest possible stress is always laid 
in the Scripturés,) that it required to be at least hinted at, if 
not well defined and explained, when the divine unity was 
spoken of. Divines are content, however, to build so'strange 
and inexplicable a doctrine as that of the Trinity upon mere 
inferences from casual expressions, and cannot pretend to 
one clear, express, and unequivocal lesson on the subject. 
There are many, very many, passages of Scripture, which 
inculcate the doctrine of the divine unity, in the clearest and 
strongest manner. Let one such passage be produced in 
‘favour of the Trinity. And why should we believe things 
so mysterious without the clearest and most express evidence ὃ 
There is also another consideration which I would recom- 
mend to those who maintain that Christ is either God, or the 
maker of the world under God. It is this: the manner in 
which our Lord speaks of himself, and of the power by which 
he worked miracles, is inconsistent, according to the common 
construction of language, with the idea of his being possessed 
of any proper power of his own, more than other men have. 
If Christ was the maker of the world, and if, in the crea- 
tion of it, he exerted no power but what properly belonged 
to himself, and what was as much his own, as the power of 
speaking or walking belongs to man, (though depending 
ultimately upon that Supreme Power, in which we all live and 
move, and have our being,) he could not, with any propriety, 
and without knowing that he must be misunderstood, have 
said that of himself he could do nothing, that the words whieh 
he spake were not his own, and that the Father within him did 


* Apology, UA. 4, pp. 142—150. + Vol. Tl. pp. 449—472. 
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the works. Yor if any ordinary man, doing what other men 
usually do, should apply this language to himself, and say 
that it was not he that spake or acted, but God who spake 
and acted by him, and that otherwise he was not capable of 
so speaking or acting at all, we should not scruple to say that 
his language was either sophistical, or else downright false 
or blasphemous. 

If this conclusion would be just upon the supposition 
that Christ had created all things, and worked miracles by 
a power properly his own, though derived ultimately from 
God, much more force has it on the supposition of his 
working miracles by a power not derived from any being 
whatever, but as much originally in himself, as the power 
of the Father. 

It would also be a shocking abuse of language, and would 
warrant any kind of deception and imposition, if Christ 
could be supposed to say, that Azs Father was greater than 
he, and yet secretly mean his human nature only, while his 
divine nature was at the same time fully equal to that of the 
Father. On the same principle a man might say, that 
Christ never suffered, that he never died, or rose again from 
the dead, meaning his divine nature only, and not his 
human. Indeed, there is no use in language, nor any 
guard against deception, if such liberties as these are to be 
allowed. 

There is something inexplicable, and not to be accounted 
for, in the conduct of several of the evangelists, indeed that 
of all of them, on the supposition of their having held any 
such doctrines as those of the divinity or pre-existe nee of 
Christ. Each of the gospels was certainly intended to be a 
sufficient instruction in the fundamental principles of Chris- 
tianity. But there is nothing that can be called an account 
of the divine, or even the super-angelic nature of Christ, in 
the gospels of Matthew, Mark or Luke ; ; and allowing that 
there may be some colour for it in the introduction to the 
gospel of John, it is remarkable that there are many passages 
in his gospel which are decisively in favour of his simple 
humanity. 

Now 'these evangelists could not imagine that either the 
Jews or the Gentiles, for whose use their cospels were written, 
would not stand in need of information on a subject of so 
much importance, which was so very remote from the appre- 
hensions of them both, and which would at the same time 
have so effectually covered the reproach of the cross, which 
was continually objected to the Christians of that age. If 
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the doctrines of the divinity, or pre-existence of Christ, be 
true, they are no doubt in the highest degree important and 
interesting. Since, therefore, these evangelists give no 
certain and distinct account of them, and say nothing at all 
of their importance, it may be safely inferred that they were 
unknown to them. 

1 would farther recommend it to the consideration of my 
readers, how the apostles could continue to call Christ a 
man, as they always do, both in the book of Acts and in 
their epistles, after they had discovered him to be either God 
or a super-angelic being, the maker of the world under God. 
After this, it must have been highly degrading, unnatural and 
improper, notwithstanding his appearance in human form. 
Custom will reconcile us to strange conceptions of things, 
and very uncouth modes of speech; but let us take up the 
matter ab enzézo, and put ourselves in the place of the apos- 
tles and first disciples of Christ. 

They certainly saw and conversed with him at first on the 
supposition of his being a man, as much as themselves. Of 
this there can be no doubt. Their surprise, therefore, upon 
being informed that he was not a man, but really God, or 
eyen the maker of the world under God, would be just as 
great as ours would now be on discovering that any of our 
acquaintance, or at least a very good man and a prophet, 
was in reality God, or the maker of the world. Let us 
consider then, how we should feel, how we should behave 
towards such a person, and how we should speak of him 
afterwards. No one, I am confident, would ever call any 
person a man, after he was convinced he was either God or 
an angel. He would always speak of him in a manner 
suitable to his proper rank. 

Suppose that any two men of our acquaintance should 
appear, on examination, to be the angels Michael and 
Gabriel; should we ever after this call them men? Certainly 
not. We should naturally say to our friends, those two persons 
whom we took to be men, are not men, but angels in disguise. 
This language would be natural. Had Christ, therefore, been 
any thing more than man before he came into the world, and 
especially had he been either God, or the maker of the world, 
he never could have been, or have been considered as being. 
a man, while he was in it; for he could not divest himself or 
his superior and proper nature. However disguised, he would 
always, in fact, have been whatever he had been before, and 
would have been so styled by all who truly knew him. 

Least of all would Christ have been considered as a man 
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in reasoning and argumentation, though his external appear- 
ance should have so far put men off their guard, as to have 
led them to give him that appellation. Had the apostle 
Paul considered Christ as being any thing more than a man, 
with respect to his nature, he could never have urged, with 
the least propriety or effect, that “" since by man came death, 
by man came also the resurrection of the dead.” For it might 
have been unanswerably replied, This is not the case; for, 
indeed, by man comes death, but not by man, but by God, 
or the creator of man, under God, comes the resurrection of 
the dead. 

The manner in which the apostles, and those of the 
disciples of Christ who respected him the most, lived and 
conversed with him, shews clearly enough, that they con- 
sidered him in no higher light than that of a prophet, or such 
a Messiah as the Jews in general expected; one who was 
destined to be a temporal prince.* But what a smalt matter 
must this have appeared to them, if they had thought him to 
be the being who made the world, to say nothing of his pro- 
per divinity ? Had they seen him with the eyes of an Arian, 
they must have considered his appearing in the character of 
the Messiah, as a state of great humiliation, instead of a state 
of exaltation and glory ; which, however, always appears to 
have been their idea of him in that character. Besides, the 
freedoms which they took with him, as those of Peter re- 
proving him for talking of his sufferings, and for speaking of 
ἃ person touching him in a crowd, and other little circum- 
stances, shews that they had not that awe of him upon their 
minds, which they could never have divested themselves of, 
if they had considered him as being their maker. A person 
who can think otherwise, must never have attempted to rea- 
lize the idea, or have put himself in the place of the apostles, 
so as to have imagined himself introduced into the actual 
presence of his maker, in the form of man, or any other form 
whatever. He would be overwhelmed with the very thought 
of it. Or if any particular person should have had the cou- 
rage, and unparalleled self-possession, to bear such a thing, 
must there not have been numbers who would have been 
filled with consternation at the very idea, or the mere suspi- 
cion of the person they were speaking to being really God, 
or their creator? And yet we perceive no trace of any such 
consternation and alarm in the gospel history, no mark of 

* See Watts’s “Questions concerning Jesus,” Sect. v. where he inquires as to 
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astonisliment in the disciples of our Lord in consequence of 
their belief of it, and no marks of indignation, or exclamation 
of blasphemy, &c. against those who disbelieved it. 

It must strike every person who gives the least attention 
to the phraseology of the New Testament, that the terms 
Christ and God, are perpetually used in contradistinction to 
each other, as much as God and man ; and if we attend ever 
so little to the theory of language, and the natural use of 
words, we shall be satisfied that this would not have been 
the case, if the former could have been predicated of the 
latter, that is, if Christ had been God. 

We say the prince and the king, because the prince is ποῖ 
aking. if he had, we should have had recourse to some 
other distinction, as that of greater and less, senior and 
junior, father and son, &c. When, therefore, the apostle 
Paul said, that the church at Corinth was Christ’s, and that 
Christ was God’s, (and that manner of distinguishing them is 
perpetual in the New Testament,) it is evident, that he 
could have no idea of Christ being God, in any proper sense 
of the word. 

In like manner, Clemens Romanus, calling Christ the 
sceptre of the majesty of God,* sufficiently proves that, in 
his idea, the sceptre was one thing, and the God whose 
sceptre it was, another. This, I say, must have been the 
case when this language was first adopted, though when 
principles are once formed, we see, by a variety of experi- 
ence, that any language may be accommodated to them. But 
an attention to this circumstance will, 1 doubt not, contri- 
bute, with persons of real discernment, to bring us back to 
the original use of the words, and to the ideas originally 
annexed to them. Iam persuaded that even now, the con- 
stant use of these terms Christ and God, as opposed to each 
other, has a great effect in preventing those of the common 
people who read the New Testament more than books of 
controversy, from being habitually and practically Trinita- 
rians. There will, by this means, be a much greater 
difference between God and Christ in their minds, than 
they find in their creeds. 

All these things duly considered, viz. the frequent and 
earnest inculcating of the doctrine of the divine unity, 
without any limitation, exception, or explanation, by way 
of saving to the doctrine of the Trinity; the manner in 
which Christ always spake of himself, and that in which the 
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apostles and evangelists spake of him; the conduct of the 
three former evangelists, in saying nothing that can be con- 
strued into a declaration of his divinity or pre-existence ; 
and the term God being always used in contradistinction to 
Christ, no reasonable doubt can remain of the general tenour 
of Scripture being in favour of the doctrine of the divine 
unity, in Opposition to that of the Trinity, and even to that 
of the pre-existence, as well as the divinity of Christ. 


SECTION II. 


An Argument for the late Origin of the Doctrines of the 
Divinity and Pre-existence of Christ, from the Difficulty of 


tracing the Time in which they were first divulged. 


Havine shewn that the general tenour of the Scriptures, 
and several considerations obviously deducible from them, 
are highly unfavourable. to the doctrine of the Trinity, or to 
those of the divinity or pre-existence of Christ, I shall pro- 
ceed to urge another Consideration, which has been little 
attended to, but which seems to conclude very strongly 
against either of these doctrines having been known in the 
time of the apostles, and therefore against their being the 
doctrine of the Scriptures. 

As the Jews expected that their Messiah would be a mere 
man, and even be born as other men are, the doctrine of his 
having had any existence, or sphere of action, before he came 
into the world, (as that of his having been the maker of the 
world, the giver of the law, and the medium of all the divine 
communieations to the patriarchs, and especially the doc- 
trine of his being equal to God the Father himself,) must have 
been quite new and extraordinary doctrines ; and, therefore, 
must have been received as such, whenever they were first 
divulged. Like all other new and extraordinary doctrines, 
they must have been first heard with great surprise, and they 
would probably be received with some doubt and hesitation. 
The preaching of such doctrines could not but excite much 
speculation and debate, and they would certainly be much 
exclaimed against, and would be urged as a most serious 
objection to Christianity, by those who did not become 
Christians. These have always been the consequences of 
the promulgation of new and extraordinary opinions, the 
minds of men not having been previously prepared to receive 
them. Let us now see whether we ean perceive any of these 
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natural marks of the teaching of doctrines so new and extra- 
ordinary, within the compass of the gospel history. 

It cannot be said that John the Baptist preached any such 
doctrine ; and when the apostles first attached themselves to 
Jesus, it is evident they only considered him as being such a 
Messiah as the rest of the Jews expected, viz. a man and a 
king. When Nathanael was introduced to him, it was evi- 
dently in that light. John 1. 45: ‘ Philip findeth Nathanael, 
and saith unto him, we have found him of whom Moses in 
the law, and the prophets, did write, Jesus of Nazareth, the 
son of Joseph.” He had then, we may suppose, no know- 
ledge of the miraculous conception. 

That Jesus was even the Messcah, was divulged with the 
greatest caution, both to the apostles and to the body of the 
Jews. For a long time our Lord said nothing explicit on 
this subject, but left his disciples, as well as the Jews at 
large, to judge of him from what they saw. In this manner 
only, he replied to the messengers that John the Baptist sent 
to him. 

If the high-priest expressed his horror, by rending his 
clothes, on Jesus avowing himself to be the Messiah, what 
would he have done if he had heard or suspected, that he had 
made any higher pretensions? And if he had made them, 
they must have transpired. When the people in general 
saw his miraculous works, they only wondered that God 
should have given such power unto a man. Matt. ix. 8: 
« When the multitude saw it, they marvelled, and giorified 
God, which had given such power unto men.” And yet this 
was on the occasion of his pronouncing the cure of a para- 
lytic person, by saying, Thy sens be forgiven thee, which the » 
Pharisees thought to be a blasphemous presumption. 

At the time that Herod heard of him, it was conjectured 
by some that he was Elias, by others that he was the pro- 
phet, and by some that he was John risen from the dead ; 
but none of them imagined that he was either the most high 
God himself, or the maker of the world under God. It was 
not so much as supposed by any person that Jesus performed 
his mighty works by any power of his own; so far were they 
from suspecting that he was the God who had spoken to them 
by Moses, as many now suppose him to have been. 

If he was known to be a God at all before his death, it 
could only have been revealed to his disciples, perhaps the 
apostles, or only his chief confidants among them, Peter, 
James and John, suppose on the mount of transfiguration, 
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though nothing is said concerning it in the history of that 
transaction. Certainly what they saw in the garden of 
Gethsemane could not have led them to suspect any such 
thing. But if it had ever been known to Peter, can we 
suppose that he could have denied him as he did? Besides, 
as our Lord told the apostles that there were many things 
which he could not inform them of before his death, and that 
they should know afterwards, this was_a thing so very 
wonderful and unsuspected, that if any articles of informa- 
tion were kept trom them at that time, this must certainly 
have been one of them. 

If it be supposed that Thomas was acquainted with this 
most extraordinary part of his master’s character, which led 
him to cry, My Lord and my God, when he was convinced 
of his resurrection, as he was not one of the three who had 
been entrusted with any secrets, it must have been known 
to all the twelve, and to Judas Iscariot among the rest. And 
suppose him to have known, and to have believed, that Jesus 
was his God and maker, was it possible for him, or for any 
man, to have formed a deliberate purpose to betray him, (Peter, 
it may be said, was taken by surprise, and was in personal 
danger,) or if he had only heard of the pretension, and had 
not believed it, would he not have made some advantage of 
that imposition, and have made the discovery of this, as wel! 
as of every thing else that he knew to his prejudice ? 

If it be supposed that the divinity of Christ was unknown 
to the apostles till the day of Pentecost, besides losing the 
benefit of several arguments for this great doctrine, which 
are now carefully collected from the four evangelists, we have 
no account of any such discovery having been made at that 
time, or at any subsequent one. And of all other articles of 
illumination, of much less consequence than this, we have 
distinct information, and also of the manner in which they 
were impressed by them. This is particularly the case with 
respect to the extension of the blessings of the gospel to 
uncircumcised Gentiles. But what was this article to the 
knowledge of their master being the most high God, or the 
maker of the world under God ? 

It might have been expected, also, that the information 
that a person whom the apostles first conversed with as a 
man, was either God himself, or the maker of the world under 
God, should have been received with some degree of «oubt 
and hesitation, by some or other of them; especially as they 
had. been so very hard to be persuaded of the truth of his 
resurrection, though they had been so fully apprized of it 
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before-hand. _And yet, im all the history of the apostles, 
there is the same profound silence concerning this cireum- 
stance, and every other depending on the whole scheme, as 
if no such thing had ever had any existence. 

If the doctrine of the divinity of Christ had been actually 
preached by the apostles, and the Jewish converts in general 
had adopted it, it could not but have been wel! known to the 
unbelieving Jews. And would they, who were at that time, 
and have been ever since, so exceedingly zealous with re- 
spect to the doctrine of the divine unity, not have taken the 
alarm, and have urged this objection to Christianity, as 
teaching the belief of more Gods than one in the apostolic 
age? And yet no trace of any thing of this nature can be 
perceived in the whole history of the book of Acts, or any 
where else in the New Testament. As soon as ever the 
Jews had any pretence for it, we find them sufficiently quick 
and vehement in urging this their great objection to Chris- 
tianity. Jo answer the charge of holding two or three Gods, 
is a very considerable article in the writings of several of the 
ancient christian fathers. Why, then, do we find nothing - 
of this kind in the age of the apostles? The only answer is, 
that then there was no occasion for it, the doctrine of the 
divinity of Christ not having been started. 

If we consider the charge that was advanced against Peter 
and John at the first promulgation of the gospel, we shall find 
it amounts to nothing but their being disturbers of the people, 
by preaching in the name of Jesus. What was the accusa- 
tion against Stephen, (Acts vi. 13,) but his speaking blasphe- 
mous words against the temple and the law? 1 we acconipany 
the apostle Paul in all his travels, and attend to his discourses 
with the Jews in their synagogues, and their perpetual and 
inveterate persecution of him, we shall find no trace of their 
so much as suspecting that he preached a new divinity, as 
the godhead of Christ must have appeared, and always has 
appeared to them. | 

In A.D.58, Paul tells the elders of the church of Ephesus, 
(Acts xx. 97.) that he had not shunned to declare unto them 
all the counsel of God. We may be confident, therefore, that 
if he had any such doctrine to divulge, he must have taught 
it in the three years that he spent in that city, from 54 to 57 ; 
and as the unbelieving Jews were well apprized of all his. 
motions, having laid wait for him on this very journey to 
Jerusalem, they must have been informed of his having taught 
this doctrine, and would certainly have carried the news of it 
to Jerusalem, where many of them attended as well as he, at 
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the ensuing feast of Pentecost, But if we attend Paul 
thither, where we have a very particular account of all the 
proceedings against him, for the space of two years, we 
shall find no trace of any thing of the kind. Ali their 
complaints against him fell far short of this. 

What was the occasion of the first clamour against him ? 
Was it not, (Acts xxi. 28,) that he taught ‘ all men, every 
where, against the people, and the law,” and the temple, 
and that he had brought Greeks also into it? Is it not plain 
that they had no more serious charges against him? If we 
read his speech to the people, his defence before Felix, and 
again before Agrippa, we shall find no trace of his having 
taught any doctrine so offensive to the Jews as that of the 
divinity of Christ must have been. Considering the known 
prejudices, and the inveteracy of the Jews, no reasonable 
man need desire any clearer proof than this, that neither 
Paul, nor any of the apostles, had ever taught the doctrine 
of the divinity of Christ at that time ; and this was so near 
the time of the wars of the Jews, and the dispersion of that 
people, that there was no opportunity of preaching it with 
effect afterwards. 

Is it.possible to give due attention to these considerations, 
and not be sensible, that the apostles had never been in- 
structed in any such doctrines as those of the divinity or 
pre-existence of Christ? If they had, as the doctrines were 
quite new, and must have appeared extraordinary, we should 
certainly have been able to trace the time when they were 
communicated to them. They would naturally have ex- 
pressed some surprise, if they had intimated no doubt of 
the truth of the information. If they received them with 
unshaken faith themselves, they would have taught them to 
others, who would not have received them so readily. They 
would have had the doubts of some to encounter, and the 
objections of others to answer. And yet, in all their his- 
tory, and copious writings, we perceive no trace of their 
own surprise or doubts, or of the surprise, doubts or objec- 
tions of others. 

Arians will think that the observations in this Section do 
not apply with much force, except to the doctrine of the 
proper divinity of Christ; their own doctrine of the pre- 
existence of Christ, and of his having been the maker of the 
world under God, being familiar to their minds. But they 
should consider that the Jews in our Saviour’s time had 
fever heard of any such being as they suppose Christ to be ; 
and therefore they would have received the account of it 
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with perhaps even more surprise, than the doctrine of God 
himself having made his appearance in human form. In 
the Old Testament, there is no account of God having em- 
. ployed any such being as Christ in the making of the world, 
and he spake to the patriarchs either by angels or some 
temporary appearance, which may sometimes have been in 
the form of man. 

It is really something extraordinary, that this opinion 
that Christ was the medium of all the divine communica- 
tions to mankind under the Old Testament dispensation, 
should have been so readily received, and have spread so 
generally as it did among Christians, when it not only has 
no countenance from scripture, but is expressly contradicted 
by the author of the epistle to the Hebrews, in Heb. i. 
1, 2: ** God who at sundry times, and in divers manners, 
spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath 
in these last days spoken unto us by his Son.” Again, 
chap. ii. 2, 3: ‘‘ If the word spoken by angels was stedfast, 
&c.; how shall we escape, if we neglect so great salvation, 
which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord?” What 
can be more evident than that the writer of this epistle had 
no idea of God having spoken to mankind by his Son, before 
the time of the gospel ? 

To the Jews, however, the Arian doctrine must have 
been more novel than that of the orthodox Christians in the 
time of Justin Martyr, and therefore would probably have 
been received with more surprise. It was that kind of 
orthodoxy which was advanced by Justin Martyr, that pre- 
pared the way for the Arian doctrine, as will be seen in its 
proper place. 


SECTION III. 


An Argument against the Divinity of Christ, from his not 
being the Object of Prayer. 


Ir must be acknowledged that the proper object of prayer 
is God the Father, who is called the first Person in the 
Trinity. Indeed, we cannot find in the Scriptures either 
any precept that will authorize us to address ourselves to 
any other person, or any proper example of it. Every thing 
that can be alleged to this purpose, as. Stephen’s short 
ejaculatory address to Christ, whom he had just before seen 
in vision, &c., is very inconsiderable. Our Saviour himself. 
always prayed to his Father, and with as much humility 
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and resignation as the most dependent being in the universe 
could possibly do; always addressing him as his Father, 
or the author of his being ; and he directs his disciples to 
pray to the same great Being, whom only, he says, we ought 
to serve, 

Had he intended to guard against all mistake on this 
subject, by speaking of God as the author of his being, in 
the same sense in which he is the author of being to all 
men, he could not have done it more expressly than he has, 
by calling him his Father and our Father, his God and our 
God. At the same time he calls his disciples his brethren 
(John xx. 17): “Go to my brethren, and say unto them, I 
ascend unto my Father and your Father, and to my God 
and your God.”’ Can any person read this, and say that 
the Unitarians wrest the Scriptures, and are not guided by 
the plain sense of them ? 

Accordingly, the practice of praying to the Father only, 
was long universal in the Christian church: the short 
addresses to Christ, as those in the Litany, Lord have mercy 
upon us, Christ have mercy upon us, being comparatively of 
late date. In the Clementine liturgy, the oldest that is 
extant, contained in the Apostolical Constitutions, which 
were probably composed about the fourth century, there is 
no trace of any such thing. Origen, ina large treatise on 
the subject of prayer, urges very forcibly the propriety of 
praying to the Father only, and not to Christ; and as he 
gives no hint that the public forms of prayer had any thing 
reprehensible in them in that respect, we are naturally led 
to conclude that, in his time, such petitions to Christ were 
unknown in the public assemblies of Christians. And such 
hold have early established customs on the minds of men, 
that, excepting the Moravians only, whose prayers are 
always addressed to Christ, the general practice of Trini- 
tarians themselves is, to pray to the Father only. 

Now on what principle could this early and universal 
practice have been founded? What is there in the doctrine 
of a Trinity consisting of three equal persons, to entitle the 
Father to that distinction, in preference to the Son or the 
Spirit? I doubt not but that, considering the thing αὖ 
¢netio, a proper Trinitarian would have thought that, since, 
of these three persons, it is the second that was the maker 
of the world, and that is the immediate governor of it, he is 
that person of the three with whom we have most to do; 
and therefore he is that person to whom our prayers ought 
to be addressed. This, I should think, would have been a 
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natural conclusion, even if Christ had not been thought to 

be equal to the Father, but only the maker and the governor 
of the world under him ; supposing him to have had power 
originally given him equal to the making and governing of 
it, as 1 have shewn in my Disquisitions on Matter and 
Spirit.* For we should naturally look up to that being on 
whom we immediately depend, knowing that it must be his 
proper province to attend to us. 

If there should have been any reason in the nature of 
things, though undiscoverable and incomprehensible by us, 
why the world should have been made and supported, by 
some being of communicated and delegated authority, rather 
than by the self-existent and Supreme Being himself, (and 
if the tact be so, there must have been some good reason 
for it,) that unknown reason, whatever it be, naturally 
presents this derived being to us, as the proper object of 
our prayers. 

But supposing this second person in the Trinity to be our 
independent maker, governor and final judge, the propriety 
of praying to him, and to him exclusively, is so obvious, 
that no consideration whatever could have prevented the 
practice, af such had been the real belief of the Christian 
world from the beginning. That Christians did not do so 
at first, but prayed habitually to the Father only, is, there- 
fore, with me almost a demonstration, that they did not 
consider Christ in that light. Whatever they might think 
of him, they did not regard him as being a proper object of 
worship, and consequently not as possessed of the attributes 
that are proper to constitute him one, and therefore not as 
truly God. The persuasion that he was truly God, and 
that God on whom we immediately depend, would unavoid- 
ably have drawn after it the habitual practice of praying to 
him, as it has at length effected with respect to the Mora- 
vians ; and m spite of ancient custom, and against all 
scripture precept and example, the ‘practice has more or 
Jess prevailed with all Trinitarians. Petrarch, we find by 
his letters, generally prayed to Christ. That pious treatise 
of Thomas a Kempis, on the imitation of Christ, consists of 
nothing besides addresses to him, and they compose the 
cyeater part of the litany of the church of England. 
~ When 1 was myself a Trinitarian, | remember praying 
conscientiously ‘to all the three persons without distinction, 
only beginning with ‘the Father; and what I myself did in 
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the serious simplicity of my heart, when young, would, [ 
doubt not, have been done by all Christians from the be- 
ginning, if their minds had then been impressed, as -mine 
was, with the firm persuasion that all the three persons were 
fully equal in power, wisdom, goodness, omnipresence, and 
all divine attributes. This argument 1 recommend to the 
serious consideration of all Trinitarians, as it is with me a 
sufficient proof, that originally Christ was not considered 
as a proper object of worship by Christians, and conse- 
quently neither as God, nor as the maker and governor of 
the world, under God. 

As this is a thing that relates to practice, 1 should have 
imagined that if each of the three persons had been to be 
addressed separately, we should have been distinctly in- 
formed concerning the circumstances in which we were to 
pray to any one of them, and not to the others; considering 
how difficult it must be, from the nature of the thing, for 
mere men to distinguish the separate rights of three divine 
persons, 

It has been said by some, that Christ is the proper object 
of prayer, in the time of external persecution. But let us 
consider how the supposition, or theory, corresponds to the 
fact. For if it be not supported by corresponding facts, 
how ingenious, or probable soever it may seem to be ἃ prior, 
it must fall to the ground. The apostles and primitive 
Christians certainly knew whether the Father, or the Son, 
was the more proper object of prayer in the time of per- 
secution. Let us see, then, both what directions they gave, 
and also what they themselves actually did in this case. 

The apostle James, writing to Christians in a state of 
persecution, says, chap. i. 2, 5, ‘“ My brethren, count it all 
joy when ye fall into divers temptations,” or trzals. ““ If any 
of you lack wisdom, let him ask of God.” It can hardly be 
said that, in this he advises them to apply to Christ or to 
the Trinity for direction in these circumstances. This hypo- 
thesis has no countenance either in the Scriptures or m any 
Christian writer before the Council of Nice: tor they all 
understood the Father alone to be intended, whenever 
mention is made of God absolutely. 

Peter, writing to ‘Christians in the-same situation, says, 
1 Pet. iv. 19, ““ Wherefore, let them that suffer according to 
the will of God, commit the keeping of their souls to him 
in well-doing, as‘unto a faithful Creator.” This is certainly 
meant of God 'the Father; but more evidently must we so 
mterpret 1 Pet. v. 10: « The God of all grace, who hath 
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called us unto his eternal glory, by Christ Jesus, after that ye 
have suffered awhile, make you perfect, establish, strengthen, 
_ settle you.” Ido not find here, or any where else in the 
Scriptures, any direction to pray to Christ in time of perse-- 
cution, or, indeed, in any other circumstances. 

Let us now attend to some particulars in the history of 
the apostles. When Herod had put to death James, the 
brother of John, and imprisoned Peter, we read, Acts xii. 5, 
that ‘ prayer was made without ceasing of the church unto 
God,” not to Christ, ‘ for him.” When Paul and Silas 
were in prison at Philippi, we read, Acts xvi. 25; that they 
ἐς sang praises unto God,” not to Christ. And when Paul 
was warned of what would befal him if he went to Jerusalem, 
Acts xxi. 14, he said, “‘ the will of the Lord be done.” 
This, it must be supposed, was meant of God the Father, 
because Christ himself used the same language in this sense, 
when, praying to the Father, he said, Noé my well, but thane, 
be done. 

These, it may perhaps be said, are only incidental circum- 
stances, on which no great stress is to be laid. But in Acts 
iv. 24-30, we have a prayer of some length addressed to 
God the Father, at the very beginning of the persecution of 
Christians, when Peter and John had been examined before 
the high-priest and his court, and had been threatened by 
them. The whole of it is as follows: ‘“* And when they 
heard that, they lifted up their voice to God with one accord, 
and said, Lord, thou art God, which hast made heaven and 
earth, and the sea, and all that in them is: who, by the 
mouth of thy servant David hast said, ‘ Why did the Hea- 
then rage, and the people imagine vain things? The kings 
of the earth stood up, and the rulers were gathered together, 
against the Lord and against his Christ.’ For of a truth, 
against thy holy child (or servant) Jesus, whom thou hast 
anointed, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles 
and the people of Israel, were gathered together, for to do 
whatsoever thy hand and thy counsel determined before to 
be done. And now, Lord, behold their threatenings, and 
grant unto thy servants, that with all boldness they may 
speak thy word, by stretching forth thine hand to heal, and 
that signs and wonders may be done by the name of thy 
holy child (or servant) Jesus.” 

We have now examined some particulars both of the in- 
structions and the examples of Scripture, with regard to the 
proper object of prayer in time of persecution ; from which 
it appears, that, even in this case, we have no authority to 
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pray to any other than that one God, to whom Christ him- 
self prayed in his affliction; and if we be not authorized to 
‘pray to Christ in time of persecution, there is, it is acknow- 
ledged, less propriety in praying to him on any other occasion. 

i many profess a great regard for those who are called 
apostolical Fathers, let us attend to the prayer of Polycarp, 
when he was tied to the stake, ready to be burned alive. 
Now this prayer, which is a pretty remarkable one, is ad- 
dressed to God the Father, and not to Christ; so that this 
disciple of the apostle John did not think the example of 
Stephen any precedent for him. The prayer begins as 
follows: “Ὁ Lord God Almighty, the Father of thy well- 
beloved and blessed Son Jesus Christ, by whom we have 
received the knowledge of thee, the God of angels and 
,powers, and of every creature, and especially of the whole 
race of just men, who live in thy presence.” * 

We see, then, how greatly men may be misled by specu- 
lative theology, by an attention to particular texts, single 
incidents and imaginary proprieties, without attending to 
the general tenour of Scripture, the plain directions that are 
there given for our conduct, and the constant practice of 
the apostles, which supply the best interpretation of their 
doctrine. To conclude, as some have doue, from the single 
case of Stephen, that all Christians are authorized to pray 
to Christ, is like concluding that all matter has a tendency 
to go upwards, because a needle will do so when a magnet 
is held over it. When they shall be in the same circum- 
stances with Stephen, having their minds strongly impressed 
with a vision of Christ sitting at the right hand of God, 
they may then, perhaps, be authorized to address themselves 
to him, as he did; but the whole tenour of the Scriptures 
proves that, otherwise, we have no authority at all for any 
such practice. Andif Christ be not the object of prayer, 
he cannot be either God, or the maker and governor of the 
world under God, 


SECTION IV. 


Of the Arguments against the Doctrine of the Trinity, as 
emplying a Contradiction. 


Ir has been shewn, that there is no such doctrine as that 
of the Trinity in the Scriptures, but I will now add that, if 
it had been found there, it would have been impossible for 
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a.reasonable man to believe it, as it implies a contradiction, 
_ which no miracles can prove. 

I ask, then, wherein does the Athanasian doctrine of the 
Trinity differ from a contradiction? It asserts, in effect, that 
nothing is wanting to either the Father, the Son, or the Spirit, 
to constitute each of them truly and properly God, each of 
them being equal in eternity, and all divine perfections ; 
and yet that these three are not three Gods, but only one 
God. They are therefore both one and many in the same 
respect, viz. in each.being perfect God. This is certainly 
as much a contradiction, as to say that Peter, James and 
John, having each of them every thing that is requisite to 
constitute a complete man, are yet altogether not three men, 
but only one man. For the ideas annexed to the words God, 
or man, cannot make any difference in the nature of the two 
propositions. After the Council of Nice, there are instance$ 
of the doctrine of the Trinity being explained in this very 
manner. The Fathers of that age being particularly intent 
on preserving the full equality of the three persons, entirely 
lost sight of their proper unity. And in what manner soever 
this doctrine be explained, one of these must ever be sacri- 
ficed to the other. | 

As persons are apt to confound themselves with the use of 
the words person and being, I shall endeavour to give a plain 
account of them. 

The term being, may be predicated of every thing, and 
therefore of each of the three persons in the Trinity. For, 
to say that Christ, for instance, is God, but that there 1s no 
being, no substance, to which his attributes may be referred, 
were manifestly absurd; and, therefore, when it is said that 
each of these persons is by himself, God, the meaning must 
be, that the Father, separately considered, has a being, that 
the Son, separately considered, has a being, and, likewise, 
that the Holy Spirit, separately considered, has a being. 
Here then are no less than three beings, as well as three 
persons, and what can these three beings be, but three Gods, 
without supposing that there are ‘‘ three co-ordinate persons, 
or three Fathers, three Sons, or three Holy Ghosts ?” 

By the words being, substance, substratum, &c. we can 
mean nothing more than the foundation, as it were, of pro- 
perties, or something to which, in our idea, we refer all the 
particular attributes of whatever exists. In fact, they are 
terms that may be predicated of every thing that is the sub- 
ject of thought or discourse, all the discrimination of things 
depending upon their peculiar properties. So that, when- 
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ever the properties differ, we say that there is a corresponding 
difference in the things, beings, or substances themselves. 
Consequently, if the Father, Son and Spirit differ in any 
respect, so as to have different properties, either in relation 
to themselves, or to other beings, we must, according to the 
analogy of all language, say that they are three different 
beings or substances. 

Supposing, again, that there is an identity of attributes in 
each of them, so that, being considered one after the other, 
no difference should be perceived in them, even in idea (as 
may be supposed to be the case of three men who should 
perfectly resemble one another in all external and internal 
properties), and supposing, moreover, that there should be 
a perfect coincidence in all their thoughts and actions; 
though there might be a perfect harmony among them, and 
this might be called unity, they would still be numerically 
three. Consequently, though the Father, Son and Spirit had 
no real differences, but, as has been said, they had ‘ the most 
perfect identity of nature, the most entire unity of will and 
consent of intellect, and an incessant co-operation in the 
exertion of common powers to a common purpose,” yet would 
they, according to the analogy of language, not be one God, 
but three Gods; or, which is the same thing, they would be 
three beings with equal divine natures, just as the three men 
would be three beings with equal human natures. 

The term being, as I have observed, may be predicated of 
every thing without distinction ; but the term person is limited 
to intelligent beings. Three men, therefore, are not only 
three beings, but likewise three persons; the former is the 
genus, and the latter the species. But a person is not the less 
a being, on this account; for each man may be said to be a 
being, as well as a person. Consequently, though the word 
person be properly applied to each of the three component 
parts of the Trinity, yet as person is a species, comprehended 
under the genus, being, they must be three beings, as wel! 
as three persons. 

The term God is a sub-division under the term person, 
because we define God to be. “an intelligent being, possessed 
of all possible perfections.” Consequently, if the Father, 
Son and Spirit be each of them possessed of all possible 
perfections, which is not denied, they are each of thema 
person, each of them a being, and each of them a God; and 
what is this but making three Gods? Let any Trinitarian 
avoid this conclusion from these principles, or assume other 
principles more just and natural, if he can. 

D2 


36 ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE 


’ This definition of the word person, as applied to the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, will perhaps be objected to; but if any 
other definition be given, I will venture to assert, that it 
might as well be said that the Father, Son and Spirit are 
three Abracadabras, as three persons. They will be equally 
words without meaning. 

It has been said, that ‘‘ the personal subsistence of a divine 
logos is implied in the very idea of a God,” and that ‘ the 
arguinent rests on a principle which was common to all the 
Platonic fathers, and seems to be founded in Scripture, that 
the existence of the Son flows necessarily from the divine 
intellect exerted on itself, from the Father’s contemplation 
of his own perfections. But as the Father ever was, his 
perfections have ever been, and his intellect has ever been 
active. But perfections which have ever been, the ever 
active intellect must ever have contemplated ; and the con- 
templation which has ever been, must ever have been accom- 
panied with its just effect, the personal existence of the 
Sone οὐ a 

But there is nothing in the Scriptures, or indeed in the 
fathers, that gives any countenance to this reasoning. As 
we cannot pretend to draw any conclusions from the neces- 
sary operations of one mind, but from their supposed analogy 
to those of other minds, that is, our own, those who main- 
tain this hypothesis must explain to us how it comes to pass, 
that if the contemplation of the divine perfections of the 
Father necessarily produced a distinct person in him, fully 
equal to himself, a man’s contemplation of such perfections 
or powers, as he is possessed of, should not produce another 
intelligent person fully equal to himself. : 

It will perhaps be said (though there is nothing to autho- 
rize it), that the impossibility of producing this in man, is 
the imperfection of his faculties, or his limited power of 
contemplating them. But to cut off that subterfuge, I will 
ask why the contemplation of the Son’s perfections, which 
are supposed to be fully equal to those of the Father, and 
whose energy of contemplation must likewise be supposed 
equal to that of the Father, does not produce another intel- 
ligent being equal to himself; and why are not persons In 
the Godhead in this manner multiplied ad infinitum ? 

If, for any incomprehensible reason, this mysterious power 
of generation be peculiar to the Father, why does it not still 
operate? Is he not an unchangeable being, the same now 


* Horsley, as “ the sense of Athenagoras.” See Letters, Pt. iv. Let. vii. 
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that he was from the beginning, his perfections the same, 
and his power of contemplating them the same? Why then 
are not more sons produced? Is he become eyovog, inca- 
pable of this generation, as the orthodox fathers used to ask, 
or does it depend upon his will and pleasure whether he wil! 
exert this power of generation? If so, is not the Son as 
much a creature, depending on the will of the Creator, as 
any thing else produced by him, though in another mauner ; 
and this whether he be of the same substance (ὁμοδσιος)ὴ with 
him, or not? 

I should also like to know in what manner the third person 
in the Trinity was produced. Was it by the joint exertion 
of the two first, in the contemplation of their respective 
perfections ? If so, why does not the same operation in them 
produce a fourth, &c. &c. &c.? 

Admitting, however, this strange account of the genera- 
tion of the Trinity (equal in absurdity to any thing in the 
Jewish cabala) viz. that the personal existence of the Son 
necessarily flows trom the intellect of the Father exerted on 
itself, it- certainly implies a virtual priority or superiority in 
the Father with respect to the Son; and no being can be 
properly God, who has any superior. In short, this scheme 
effectually overturns the doctrine of the proper equality, as 
well as the unity of the three persons in the Trinity. 


SECTION V. 
Of the Nature of the Arian Hypothesis, and of the Proof. 


which is necessary ta make it credible. 


THE doctrine of the Trinity may be reduced, as has been 
shewn, toa proper contradiction, or a mathematical impos- 
sibility, which is incapable of proof, even by miracles. This 
cannot be said of the Arian hypothesis. Because, for any 
thing that we certainly know, God might have created one 
being of such extraordinary power, as should make it unne- 
cessary for him to exert any more creative power ; so that all 
that remained of creation might be delegated to that great 
derived being. But it is highly improbable that this should 
have been the case. And the more improbable, @ prior?, any 
proposition is, on account of its want of analogy to other 
Propositions, the truth of which is admitted, the clearer and 
stronger evidence we require before we give our assent to it. 
This improbability may be so great, as to approach very 
nearly to an impossibility. At least, the impression made 
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upon the mind will hardly be distinguished in the two cases, 
and the resistance to assent shall be, in a manner, as great in 
the one as in the other. Consequently, though the doctrine 
be not incapable of proof by miracles, yet it will be neces- 
sary that the proposition which contains it be very clearly 
expressed, that the miracles alleged in support of it be well 
authenticated, and that the connexion between the miracles 
and the proposition be very particularly established. Let 
us now consider whether this be the case with respect to the 
Arian doctrine. 

1. There is something in the doctrine itself, which, if 
we were not accustomed to it, would appear exceedingly 
revolting. Such, certainly, is the idea of any being in human 
form, who was born, grew up, and died like other men; 
requiring the refreshments of food, rest and sleep, &c., having 
been the maker, and, while on earth and asleep, the supporter 
and governor of the world. Had such an opinion been first 
proposed in the present state of philosophy, it would have 
been rejected without farther examination. 

That Christ emptied himself of his former glory and power, 
and did ποῖ sustain the world during his abode on earth, is 
quite a modern opinion; and, on that account only, can 
never be received as the original and genuine doctrine of 
Christianity. Besides, this hypothesis is of itself as impro- 
bable as the other. For it may reasonably be asked, Who 
supplied the place of Christ in the government of the world, 
when his office was suspended ? If the Supreme Being him- 
self undertook it, what reeson can there be imagined why he 
should not himself have always done it? And yet, if there 
was ἃ reason, in the nature of things, why this work should 
be done by another, and not by the Supreme Being himself, 
that reason must have subsisted while Christ was on earth 
as well as before. But the Arian hypothesis provides no 
other created being, of rank and power equal to that of 
Christ, to undertake his office when he should be disabled 
from discharging it. A contradiction 1s hardly more revolt- 
ing to the mind than the improbabilities attending such a 
scheme as this. 

9. It is obvious to remark, that the Arian hypothesis is 
no where clearly expressed in the Scriptures, and much less 
is it repeated so often, and so much stress laid upon it, as 
its natural magnitude required. The Old Testament, it is 
allowed, contains no such doctrine as that of God having 
made the world by the instrumentality of any intermediate 
being ; and yet, as we have there the history of the creation, 
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and as the doctrine of one God having made the heavens 
and’ the earth 15. frequently repeated in’the several bgoks of 
it, it might have been expected that, if there had been such 
a’ being as the Arians suppose Christ to be, and he had made 
the world by the direction of the Supreme Being, some men- 
tion would have been made of it there, that being its natural 
and proper place. | 

3. The doctrine of Christ having made the world, has no 
connexion with the great and obvious design of the mission 
of any of the prophets in general, or that of Christ and the 
apostles in particular. The great object of the whole scheme 
of revelation was to teach men how to live here, so as to be 
happy hereafter, and the particular doctrines: which we are 
taught, as having a connexion with this great object, are 
those of the unity of God, his universal presence and’ in- 
spection, his placability to repenting sinners, and the certainty 
οὗ ἃ resurrection to a life of retribution after death. These 
doctrines occur perpetually in the discourses and writings of 
the prophets, of the evangelists, and of the apostles; and 
the miracles which they wrought have so evident a connexion 
with these doctrines, that it is impossible to'admit their 
divine mission without receiving them. 

_ Qn the other hand, the doctrine of there being such a 
super-angelic spirit as the Arian logos, the maker and governor 
of all things under the Supreme God, has no connexion with 
the doctrines above-mentioned. It may be true or false, 
altogether independent of them: It does not, therefore, 
follow that, admitting that such had been the private opinion 
of those persons who were divinely inspired, and impowered 
to’ work miracles,. that their inspiration, or their miracles, 
could give any sanction: to this’ particular doctrine ; their 
inspiration and miracles’ relating to another distinct object; 
and not to this. And it must be acknowledged, that a 
prophet who has received no instruction from God relating 
to any particular subject, may be as much mistaken with 
respect to it as any other person whatever. 

Now, considering that no such doctrine as that of there 
being a subordinate maker of the world was taught by Moses, 
op any of the ancient prophets, and that Christ himself, as 
it must be allowed, taught no such doctrine; (though he him- 
self be supposed to have been that very person,) had: it been 
advanced by the apostles, their auditors, who adinitted their 
authority in other things, might. very: reasonably have de- 
manded. a distinet proof of an additional doctrine, so:very: 
new and strange, and so. unconnected with their other teach- 
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ing, as this was. . They might have said,—We admit that 
Jesus is the Messiah ; we acknowledge that he rose from the 
dead, and we believe that he will come again to raise all the 
dead, and to judge the world; but this doctrine of Christ 
having made the world is quite another thing. It was not 
taught by Moses, or by Christ, and therefore, we cannot 
receive it except upon new and independent evidence. What 
miracles do you work in order to shew that you are commis- 
Sioned to teach this doctrine ?—Now, as it is net pretended 
that there are any miracles particularly adapted to prove that 
Christ made ‘and supports the world, | do not see that we are 
under any obligation to believe, it merely because it was an 
opinion held by an apostle. 

4. The doctrine of Christ having made the world, is not 
expressed by any of the apostles ina manner so definite and 
clear, or so repeatedly, as its magnitude naturally required. 
For the passages in their writings from which it has been 
inferred that they held this opinion, are very few, and by no 
means clear and express to the purpose. Had this doctrine 
been true, being of so extraordinary a nature, and so much 
unlike to any thing that Jews or Christians had been taught 
before, it would, no doubt, when it was first promulgated, 
have been delivered with the greatest distinctness, so as to 
leave no uncertainty with respect to it; and unless it had 
been urged by the apostles, again and again, and with peculiar 
force and emphasis, their auditors would naturally have 
imagined that they only made use of some figurative forms of 
speech, and did not seriously mean to advance a doctrine so 
very remote from their former apprehensions of things. 

But in all the writings of the apostles, there are only four 
passages from which it has been pretended that, in their 
opinion, Christ was the maker of the world; and in one of 
them no mention is made of Christ. As they are so very 
few, I shall recite them all, that my reader may have thee 
whole evidence of this extraordinary doctrine fairly before 
him. 

No mention is made of this doctrine in any book, in the 
New Testament, which was written before the imprisonment 
of Paul at Rome, A.D. 61 and 62, and then by this one 
apostle only. Writing to the Ephesians, ch. iii. 9, he says, 
“to make all men see what is the fellowship of the mystery, 
which from the beginning of the world has been hid in God, 
who created all things by Jesus Christ.” This is only an 
incidental expression at the close of a sentence, the object 
of which was to teach something else; also both the terms 
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creation, and all things, are of very uncertain signification, 
and therefore, may well be supposed to refer to what Is figu- 
ratively called the mew creation, or the reformation of the 
world. 

‘The same apostle, in the epistle to the Colossians, ch. 1. 
15 —1i8, says of Christ, ‘* who is the image of the invisible 
God, the first born of every creature. For by him were all 
things created, that are in heaven and that are in earth, visible 
and invisible, whether they be thrones or dominions, or prin- 
cipalitics or powers. All things were created by him and 
for iim, and he is before all things, and by him all things 
consist; and he is the head of the body, the church, who is 
the bezinuing, the first-born from the dead, that in all things 
he might have the pre-eminence.” On this passage it is 
obvious to remark, that the things which Christ is said to 
have made, are not the heavens or the earth, but some things 
that were in the heavens and in the earth ;-.and these were 
not natural objects, such as stars or planets, trees or animals, 
&c. But the creation, or establishment, of such things 
as thrones and dominions. may naturally be interpreted 
as referring to some exercise of that power in heaven and 
wn earth, which Christ says was given to him after his 
resurrection. Also, as his being the head of the body, the 
church, is mentioned after all the other particulars; it 15 
most probable that this power, whatever it was, related only 
to his church, and that it had nothing to do with the creation 
of the heavens or the earth. [tis acknowledged that these 
two passages, viz. from the epistles to the Ephesians and 
Colossians, correspond to each other, and that they are to be 
interpreted on the same principles. Now if the phraseology 
in the epistle to the Ephesians be attended to, it will be 
clearly seen, that the writer explains his own meaning with 
respect to what he calls creatzon. In the second chapter, he 
represents the Gentiles as being in a state of death, and 
quickened. or brought to life, by the gospel. Consequently 
they might be said to be created again, as he says, ch. ii. 10, 
“« We are his workmanship created in Christ Jesus unto good 
works.” Does not this sufficiently explain what he meant, 
ch. 111. 9, by God having * created all things by Jesus Christ”? 
With the same idea he calls the heathen state of the Ephesians 
the old man, and their christian state, the new man, ch. iv. 
22—24: « That ye put offconcerning the former conversation, 
the old man, which is corrupt, according to the deceitful 
lusts : and be renewed in the spirit of your mind; and that 
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ye put on the new man, which, after God, is created in 
righteousness and true holiness.” 

In the idea of the apostle, the preaching of Christianity 
made a new and distinguished zra in the history of the world, 
from which things might be said to have a new origin, and 
this he terms creatzon, as he says, 2 Cor. v. 17, “ If any man 
be in Christ, he is a new creature; old things are passed 
away, behold all things are becomenew.” And this language 
is countenanced by, and was perhaps adopted from Isaiah ; 
who, looking into future times, says, ch. xv. 17, 18, ‘ Be- 
hold I create new heavens, and a new earth, and the former 
shall not be remembered: nor. come into mind. — But be ye 
glad, and rejoice for ever in that which I create. For behold 
I create Jerusalem a rejoicing, and her people a joy.” By 
this language the prophet only meant. to describe a glorious 
revolution in favour of the Jews. 

In the epistle to the Hebrews, the apostle says, ch. i. 1—3, 
«. God, who, at sundry times, and in divers manners, spake 
in times past unto the fathers, by the prophets, hath,.in these 
last days spoken unto us by hisSon; whom he hath appointed 
heir of all things, by whom also he made the worlds, who 
being the brightness of his glory, and the express image of 
his person, and upholding all things by the word of his: power, 
when he had by himself purged our sins, sat down om the 
right hand of the Majesty on high.” 

In this passage it is evident, that it was not the object of 
the writer to make an express assertion concerning the 
making of the world by Christ, so as to exhibit. it as.am arti- 
cle of any consequence. He was asserting something else ; 
and what he is thought to say on the subject is: only one’ 
incidental circumstance, among several others. And is it 
to. be supposed that. a doctrine of this importance: would 
never be laid down but in such a manner as this? Besides, 
nothing is here said, or intimated, about Christ making the 
material worlds, for it. is only said that he made) the: dges) 
(αιωνας) ; and the all things here mentioned evidently means: 
all things relating toa particular object,, viz. the: mission: of 
Christ, and not all the works. of nature. 

Lastly, in the introduction to the gospel of Johny, we read, 
« In the beginning was. the word, and the word: was with 
God, and the word was God.—All things were made by: him 
(or rather by ἠδ) and without him (2) was. not any thing made 
that was made.” In. this. celebrated: passage, there: is no 
mention, as I observed before;, of Christ, and that the: word 
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(logos) means Christ is not to be taken for granted; since 
another interpretation is very obvious and natural, viz. that 
the word here spoken of is the proper word, or power of God, 
by which the Scriptures of the Old Testament inform us, 
that all things were actually made. Thus the psalmist says, 
Psa. xxxiil. 6, 9, ** By the word of the Lord were the hea- 
vens made, and all the host of them by the breath of his 
mouth.—He spake and it was done, he commanded and it 
stood fast.” The same word or power resided in Christ, 
and performed all his miraculous works. Agreeably to 
which he himself says, the Father within me he doeth the 
works. 

On the slender foundation of these four passages, rests the 
great doctrine of Christ having been the instrument, in the 
hands of God of making the world and all things. When 
they are all put together, and even shutting our eyes on 
all the direct and positive evidence that the world was made 
by the Supreme Being himself, and by no other, acting under 
him, can it be said that they all together amount to a suffi- 
ciently clear declaration of a doctrine of so much magnitude 
as the Arian hypothesis is, viz. that Christ, having been first 
created himself, did (and, as far as appears, without any 
previous essays or efforts,) immediately make the whole 
system of the visible universe, and from that time support 
all the laws of it, himself only being supported, or perhaps 
unsupported, by the Father. 

Where would have been the evidence of the Arian hypo- 
thesis, if Paul had not written the two epistles to the 
Ephesians and the Colossians, which are supposed to con- 
tain it? For, little as is the evidence for this doctrine from 
the passages I have recited from these epistles, it is much 
greater than that which can be derived from the two others. 
And had neither the epistles themselves, nor the introduction 
to the gospel of John been ever written, it would not have 
been suspected that any thing was wanting in the scheme of 
Christianity. 

However, it is not, certainly, from so few casual expres- 
sions, which so easily admit of other interpretations, and 
especially in epistolary writings, which are seldom composed 
with so much care as books intended for the use of posterity, 
that we can be authorized to infer that such was the serious 
opinion of the apostles, But if it had been their real opinion, 
it would not follow that it was true, unless the teaching of it 
should appear to be included in their general commission, 
with which, as I have shewn, it has no sort of connexion. 
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If any should be convinced that these four passages, do 
not authorize us to conclude that Christ made the world, 
they must be interpreted in such a manner as not to imply 
his simple pre-existence ; and if this cannot be inferred from 
these texts, it certainly cannot from any other. Conse- 
quently, both the doctrine of Christ having made the world, 
and that of his simple pre-existence, must stand or fall 
together. . 

5. It will be seen in its proper place, that the Arian hypo- 
thesis, loaded asit is with the greatest natural improbabilities, 
and altogether destitute of support in the Scriptures, was the 
natural consequence of other false principles, which also 
naturally sprung from the philosophy of the times in which 
Christianity was promulgated. That philosophy is now 
exploded, but the articles in the christian system which were 
derived from it remain. Platonism is no more; but the 
Trinitarian and Arian doctrines yet subsist ; and with many, 
the latter remains, when the former, from which it arose, is 
abandoned. Thus the fruit is preserved, when the tree on 
which it grew, is cut down. 

Had there been no Platonic nous, or logos, Christians 
would never have got a divine logos, or second God, the 
creator of the world under the Supreme God, and the medium 
of all the divine communications to the patriarchs ; and had 
there been no such divine and uncreated logos in the chris- 
tian system, we should never, I am confident, have heard of 
a created logos being provided to answer the same purpose. 

Also, if it had not been a doctrine familiar to all the 
schools of philosophy, that the souls of men in general had 
pre-existed, it would never have been imagined that the 
created soul of Christ had pre-existed. But when other 
souls are deprived of this great privilege, it remains, contrary 
to all analogy, and all principles of just reasoning, attached 
to that of Christ only, just as with many, the doctrine of ‘a 
divine uncreated logos is abandoned, and that of the created 
logos, which sprung from it, remains in its place. But an 
attention to the true causes and original supports of the 
Arian doctrine in all its parts, and the reasons for which 
these causes and supports of it have been given up, cannot 
fail to draw after it, in due time, the downfal of the Arian 
doctrine itself. Inthe mean time it is held by many as being 
a medium between two great extremes, the doctrine of the 
proper divinity of Christ on the one hand, and that of his 


simple humanity on the other. 
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SECTION VI. 


Reasons for not considering Arians as beng properly 
Unitarvans. 


THE great objection to the doctrine of the Trinity is, that 
it is an infringement of the doctrine of the unity of God, as 
the sole object of worship, which it was the primary design 
of the whole system of revelation to establish. Any modi- 
fication of this doctrine, therefore, or any other system 
whatever, ought to be regarded with suspicion, in proportion 
as it makes a multiplicity of objects of worship, for that is to 
introduce IDOLATRY. 

That the doctrine of three persons in the divine nature is 
making three Gods, has, I think, been sufficiently proved. 
But they who do not think that Christ is equal to the Supreme 
Being, but only the maker and governor of the world under 
him, are willing to think that they are not included in the 
censure of making a multiplicity of gods, or in any danger of 
introducing more. objects of worship. They therefore call 
themselves Unitartans, and think themselves perfectly clear 
of the charge of giving any countenance to idolatry. Indeed, 
this is an accusation to which the Athanasians themselves 
plead not guilty. I think, however, that it applies not only 
to them, but even to the Arians, and therefore, that strictly 
speaking, the latter are no more entitled to the appellation 
of Unitarians than the former. My reasons for this are the 
following : 

1. If greatness of power be a foundation on which to apply 
the title of God, they who believe that Christ made the 
world, and that he constantly preserves and governs it, must 
certainly consider him as enjoying avery high’rank in thescale 
of divinity, whatever reason they may have to decline giving 
him the title of God. They must allow that he isa much 
greater being, or god, than Apollo, oreven Jupiter; was ever 
supposed to be. His derivation from another, and a greater 
God, is no reason why he should not likewise be considered 
asagod. The polytheism of the Heathens did not’ consist 
in making two or more equal and independent gods, but in 
having one Supreme God, and the rest subordinate, which 
is the very thing that the Arians hold. 

We have no idea of any power greater than that of creation, 
which the Arians ascribe to Christ, especially if by creation 
be meant creation out of nothing; and the Arians do not 
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now say that the Father first produced matter, and that then 
the Son formed it into worlds, &c. a notion indeed, advanced, 
as will be seen, by Philo and Methodius among the ancients, 
but too ridiculous to be retained by any; so that whatever 
be meant by creation, the Arians ascribe it to Christ. 

2. Upon the principle which is adopted by many Arians, 
we must acknowledge not only two gods, but gods without 
number. According to some, Christ made this solar system 
only. There must, therefore, have been other beings, of 
equal rank with him, to whom the creation, or formation, of 
the other systems was assigned ; and observation shews, that 
there are millions and millions of systems. The probability 
is, that they fill the whole extent of infinite space. Here, 
then, are infinitely more, as well as infinitely greater gods, 
than the Heathens ever thought of. 

But I would observe, that the modern Arians, in ascribing 
to Christ the formation of the whole solar system, ascribe 
more to him than the ancient Arians did; for they did not 
suppose that he made any thing more than this world, because 
they had no knowledge of any other. Had the ancients had 
any proper idea of the extent of the solar system ; had they 
believed that it contained as many worlds as there are primary 
and secondary planets belonging to it, all of which might 
stand in as much need of the interposition of their maker as 
that which we inhabit, they would, probably, have been 
staggered at the thought of giving such an extensive power 
and agency to any one created being; much less is it pro- 
bable that they would at once have gone so far as the gene- 
rality of modern Arians, who suppose that Christ made the. 
whole universe. That would have been togive him so much 
power, and so extensive an agency, that the Supreme Father 
would not have been missed, if, after the production of such 
a Son, he had himself either remained an inactive spectator 
in the universe, or even retired out of existence. For why 
might not the power of self-subsistence be imparted to 
another as well as that of creating out of nothing? 

3. If we consider the train of reasoning by which we infer 
that there is only one God, it will be found, that, according 
to the Arian hypothesis, Christ himself may be that one God. 
We are led to the idea of God by inquiring into the cause of 
what we see; and the being which is able to produce all 
that we see, or know, we call God. We cannot, by the 
light of nature, go any farther; and the reason why we say 
that there is only one God, is, that we see such marks of 
uniformity in the whole system, and such a mutual relation 
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of all the parts to each other, that we cannot think that one 
part was contrived or executed by one being, and another 
part by another being. Whoever it was that made the plants, 
for instance, must also have made the animals that feed upon 
them. Whatever being made and superintends the land, 
must also haye made, and must superintend the water, &c. 
We also cannot suppose that the earth had one author, and 
the moon another, or indeed any part of the solar system. 
And for the same reason that the whole solar system had one 
author, all the other systems, which have any relation to it 
(and the probability is that the whole universe is one con- 
nected system) had the same author. There can be no 
reason, therefore, why any persons should stop at supposing 
that Christ made the solar system only. For the same reason 
that his province includes this system, it ought to include 
all the universe, which is giving him an absolute omnipre- 
sence, as well as omnipotence; and I shall then leave others 
to distinguish between this being, and that God whom they 
would place above him. For my own part, I see no room 
for any.thing above him. Imagination itself cannot make 
any difference between them. If, therefore, the Arian prin- 
ciple be pursued to its proper extent, we must either say that 
there are two infinite beings, or Gods, or else that Christ is 
the one God. 

4. If any being become the object of our worship in 
consequence of our dependence upon him, and our receiving 
all our blessings from him; and also in consequence of his 
being inyisibly present with us, so that we may be sure both 
that he always hears us, and that he is able to assist us; 
Christ, on the Arian hypothesis, coming under this descrip- 
tion, must be the proper object of all that we ever call 
worship, and therefore must be God. For he who made 
all things, and who upholds all things by the word of his 
power, must necessarily be present every where, and know 
all things, as well as be able to do all things. If he only 
made and takes care of this earth, he must be present in all 
parts of the earth. There must, therefore, be the greatest 
natural propriety in our praying to such a being. 4 being 
to whom these characters belong has always been considered 
as the object of the highest worship that man can pay. The 
psalmist says, Ps. xcv. 6, “ O come, let us worship, and 
bow down, let us kneel before the Lord our Maker.” If, 
therefore, Christ be the Lord our maker, we are fully 
authorized to worship and bow down before him. 

_ 9. Tf the logos be Christ, Arians cannot refuse to give 
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him the appellation of God. For John says, ch. i. 1, ‘ and 
the word was God.” Thus, I believe all Arians interpret 
the passage. It is, therefore, not a little extraordinary, that 
they should pretend that they do not acknowledge two 
Gods. They will say that Christ is God in an inferior 
sense, as Moses is called a god with respect to Pharoah. 
But according to the Arian hypothesis, Christ is (δα in a 
very different sense from that in which Moses could ever 
be so. Heis a God not in name only, but in power. They 
do not even acknowledge a great God, and a little one; but 
a very great God, and another greater than he. On this 
account the Arians -were always considered as polytheists 
by the ancient Trinitarians, while the Unitarians were 
regarded as Jews, holding the unity of God in too strict a 
sense. For these reasons I own that, in my opinion, those 
who are usually called Socinians (who consider Christ as 
being a mere man) are the only body of Christians who are 
properly entitled to the appellation of Unitarians ; and that 
the Arians are even less entitled to it than the Athanasians, 
who also lay claim toit. The Athanasian system, according 
to one explanation of it, is certainly tretheism, but according 
to another it is mere nonsense. 
Some may possibly say,—lIt is not necessary that Christ 
should of himself have wisdom and power sufficient for the 
work of creation; but that, nevertheless, God might work 
by him in that business, as he did in his miracles on earth ; 
Christ speaking the word, or using some indifferent action 
(such as anointing the eyes of the blind man) and God 
producing the effect.— 
The two cases, however, are essentially different. That . 
Christ, or any other prophet, should be able to foretell what 
God would do (which, in fact, is all that they pretended to) 
was necessary, as a proof of their divine mission ; whenever 
there was a propriety in God’s having intercourse with men, 
by means of a man like themselves. But what reason can 
there even be imagined why God, intending to make a 
world by his own immediate power, should first create an 
angel or a man, merely to give the word of command, 
whenever he should bid him to do so; when by the suppo- 
sition, there was no other being existing to learn any thing 
from it? | 
Besides, a being naturally incapable of doing any thing 
cannot properly be said to be an instrument by which it is 
done. I use a pen as an instrument in writing, because a 
pen is naturally fitted for the purpose, and I could not write 
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without one. But if, besides a pen, without which I could 
not write, 1 should take a flute, and blow on it every time 
that 1 took my pen in hand in order to write, and should 
say that I chose to write with such an instrument, | should 
lay myself open to ridicule. And yet such an instrument 
of creation would this hypothesis make Christ to have 
been. 

I must take it for granted, therefore, that Christ would 
never have been employed in the work of creation, if he had 
not been originally endued with power sufficient for the 
work. In that case, without the communication of any 
new powers, or any more immediate agency of God, he 
would be able to execute whatever was appointed him, 
Thus, Abraham, having a natural power of walking, could 
go wherever God ordered him; and a prophet, having the 
power of speech, could deliver to others whatever God 
should give him in charge to say. Any other hypothesis 
appears to me to be inadmissible. 

Such being the hypothesis that the Arians have to defend, 
they ought certainly to look well to the arguments they 
produce for it. The greater and the more alarming any 
doctrine is, the clearer ought to be the evidence by which 
it is to be supported. Ido not in this work undertake to 
consider particular passages of scripture ; but I have shewn 
that the general tenour of it, as well as considerations from 
reason, are highly unfavourable to the Arian hypothesis, 
and it will be seen, in the course of this work, that it has 
as little support from history. 


SECTION VI. 


Of the Argument against the Pre-existence of Christ from 
the Materiality of Man; and of the Use of the Doctrine 
of the Trinity. 


I micur have urged another kind of argument against 
both the divinity and pre-existence of Christ, viz. from the 
doctrine of the materiality of man, which I presume has 
been sufficiently proved in my Disquisetions on Matter and 
Spirit. (Vol. Ill.) I have there shewn that there is no 
more reason why a man should be supposed to have an 
immaterial principle within him, than that a dog, a plant, 
or a magnet, should have one; because in all these cases, 
there is just the same difficulty in imagining any connexion 
between the visible matter, of which they consist, and the 
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invisible powers, of which they are possessed. If universal 
concomitance be the foundation of all our reasoning con- 
cerning causes and effects, the organized brain of a man 
must be deemed to be the proper seat, and immediate cause 
of his sensation and thinking, as much as the inward struc- 
ture of a magnet, whatever that be, is the cause of its power 
of attracting iron. 

The most inanimate parts of nature are possessed of 
powers or properties, between which and what we see and 
feel of them, we are not able to perceive any connexion 
whatever. There is just as much connexion between the 
principles of sensation and thought, and the brain of a man, 
as between the powers of a magnet and the iron of which it 
is made, or between the principle of gravitation and the 
matter of which the earth and the sun are made; and when- 
ever we shall be able to deduce the powers of a magnet 
from the other properties of iron, we may perhaps be able 
to deduce the powers of sensation and thought from the 
other properties of the brain. 

This is a very short and plain argument, perfectly con- 
sonant to all our reasoning in philosophy. It is conclusive 
against the doctrine of a soul, and consequgntly against the 
whole system of pre-existence. If Peter, James and John, 
had no pre-existent state, it must be contrary to all analogy 
to suppose Jesus to have pre-existed. His being a prophet, 
and having a power of working miracles, can make no just 
exception in his favour; for then every preceding prophet 
must have pre-existed. 

I think I have also proved in my Disquisttzons, that the 
doctrine of a soul, as a substance distinct from the body, 
and capable of being happy or miserable when the body 15 
in the grave, was borrowed from Pagan philosophy, that it 
is totally repugnant to the system of revelation, and un- 
known in the Scriptures; which speak of no reward for 
the righteous, or punishment for the wicked,. before the 
general resurrection, and the coming of Christ to judge 
the world. 

I might therefore have urged that, since the doctrine of 
Christ’s pre-existence is contrary to reason, and was never 
taught by Christ or his apostles, it could not have been the 
faith of their immediate disciples, in the first ages of Chris- 
tianity. This argument will have its weight with those 
who reject the doctrine of a soul, and make them look with 
suspicion upon any pretended proof of the doctrine of 
Christ’s pre-existence, and of its having been the faith of 
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the apostolical age, as well as their previous persuasion that 
such is not the doctrine of the Scriptures. And since al] 
the three positions are capable of independent proof, the 
urging of them is not arguing ina circle, but the adducing 
of proper collateral evidence. 

I would conclude this Jniroduction with advising the 
advocates for the doctrine of the Trinity to consider what 
there is in it that can recommend it as a part of a system of 
religious truth. All that can be said for it is, that the doc- 
trine, however improbable in. itself, is necessary to explain 
some particular texts of Scripture; and that if it had not 
been tor those particular texts, we should have found no 
want of it. For there is neither any fact in nature, nor any 
one purpose of morals (which are the object and end of all 
religion) that requires it. 

Is not one self-existent, almighty, infinitely wise, and 
perfectly good Being, fully equal to the production of all 
things, and also to the support and government of the 
worlds which he has made? A second person in the god- 
head cannot be really wanted for this purpose, as far as we 
can conceive. 

Whatever may be meant by the redemption of the world, 
is not the Being who made it equal to that also? If his 
creatures offend him, and by repentance and reformation 
become the proper objects of his forgiveness, is it not more 
natural to suppose that he has, within himself, a power of 
forgiving them, and of restoring them to his favour, without 
the strange expedient of another person, fully equal to him- 
self, condescending to animate a human body, and dying 
for them? We never think of any similiar expedient in 
order to forgive, with the greatest propriety and effect, 
offences committed by our children against ourselves. 

Whatever be supposed to be the use of a third person in 
the Trinity, is not the influence of the first person sufficient 
for that also? The descent of the Holy Spirit upon the 
apostles was to enable them to work miracles. But when 
our Saviour was on earth, the Father within him, and acting 
by him, did the same thing, 

Why then should any person be so desirous of retaining 
such a doctrine as this of the Trinity, which he must 
acknowledge has an uncouth appearance, has always con- 
founded the best reason of mankind, and drives us to the 
doctrine of inexplicable mysteries; to the great offence of 
Jews, Mahometans, and unbelievers in general, without 
some urgent necessity ὃ Of two difficulties we are always 


52 ARGUMENTS, &c. 


authorized to choose the least; and why should we risk 
the whole of Christianity, for the sake of so unnecessary 
and undesirable a part ? 

Let those then who are attached to the doctrine of the 
Trinity, try whether they cannot hit upon some method or 
other of reconciling a few particular texts, not only with 
common sense, but also with the general and the obvious 
tenour of the Scriptures themselves. In this they will, no 
doubt, find some difficulty at first, from the etfect of early 
impressions, and association of ideas; but an attention to 
the true idiom of the scripture language, with such helps as 
they may easily find for the purpose, will satisfy them that 
the doctrine of the Trinity furnishes no proper clue to the 
right understanding of these texts, but will only serve to 
mislead them. 

In the mean time, this doctrine of the Trinity wears so 
disagreeable an aspect, that I think every reasonable man 
must say with the excellent Archbishop Tillotson,* with 
respect to the Athanasian Creed, “‘ I wish we were well 
rid of it.” This is not setting up reason against the Scrip- 
tures, but reconciling reason with the Scriptures, and the 


Scriptures with themselves. On any other scheme, they 
are irreconcileably at variance. 


* In his Letter to Burnet. See Birch’s Life of Tillotson, Ed. 2, p. 315. 
Tillotson had been anticipated by Bishop Jeremy Taylor, who says, “ if it were 
considered concerning Athanasius’s Creed, how many people understand it not, 
how contrary to natural. reason it seems, how little the Scripture says of those 
curiosities of explication—it had not been amiss if the final judgment had been 
left to Jesus Christ.” Lib. of Proph. 2d ed. p. 73. In 1756, the learned Dr. 
Clayton, Bishop of Clogher, moved in the Irish House of Lords, “ that the Nicene 
and Athanasian Creeds should, for the future, be left out of the Liturgy of the 
Church of Ireland.” Biog. Brit. III. 625. Τὸ these prelates, who have expressed 
their disinclination to the Athanasian Creed, may be added, the present Bishop of 
Lincoln, Dr. Tomlin, in his Elements of Theology. > 
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CHAPTER I. 


OF THOSE WHO ARE CALLED APOSTOLICAL FATHERS. 


Ir must, I think, have been evident from the considerations 
suggested in the preceding Introduction, that the doctrines 
of the divinity and pre-existence of Christ, were not taught 
in the Scriptures. But as great stress has been laid upon 
them in later ages, it is of some moment to trace both when, 
and in what manner, they were introduced. With respect to 
the latter of these circumstances, | think I shall be able to 
give my readers abundant satisfaction, but with respect to the 
precise time when, or the particular persons by whom, they 
were introduced, there is less certainty to be had. This, 
however, is of no great consequence, it being sufficient to 
shew that they came in from some foreign source, and after 
the age of the apostles, which accounts for their not noticing 
the doctrines at all. 

The oldest writer, in whose works these doctrines are un- 
questionably found, is Justin Martyr, who wrote about A.D. 
140. But some traces of them are to be seen in our present 
copies of the writings of those who are called Apostolical 
Fathers, from their having lived in the time of the apostles, 
and being therefore supposed to retain their doctrines, espe- 


54 AUTHORITY OF THE APOSTOLICAL FATHERS. 


cially as they were not men of a philosophical education. It 
would certainly be a considerable argument in favour of those 
doctrines, if they had been certainly held by such men; but 
this can by no means be proved. For it is to be lamented 
that, few as these apostolical fathers are, their works are not 
come down to us as they wrote them, or rather, except a 
single epistle of Clemens Romanus, which contains no such 
doctrines as those of the divinity or pre-existence of Christ, 
the works that are ascribed to them are almost entirely 
spurious, and the time of their composition is not easily 
ascertained. I shall make a few observations on all of them 
that contain any trace of the doctrines above-mentioned. 
They are the supposed works of Barnabas, Hermas and 
ignatius. 

Though I am well satisfied that the only genuine epistle 
of Clemens Romanus contains no such doctrine as that of 
the divinity or pre-existence of Christ, yet, because it has 
been pretended that the latter, at least, is found there, I shall 
produce the passage which has been alleged for this purpose, 
and make a few remarks upon it. 

‘¢ For Christ is theirs who are humble, and not who exalt 
themselves over his flock. The sceptre of the majesty of 
God, our Lord Jesus Christ, came not in the show of pride 
and arrogance, though he could have done so, but with 
humility, as the Holy Spirit had before spoken concerning 
him.” δὲ 

This passage, however, is easily explained, by supposing 
that Clemens alluded to Christ’s coming as a public teacher, 
when, being invested with the power of working miracles, he 
never made any ostentatious display of it, or indeed ever 
exerted it for his own benefit in any respect. 

But it has been said that the context determines the coming 
of Christ, of which Clemens speaks, to be from a pre-existent 
state. ‘* Hecame not,” says Clemens, ‘in the pomp of pride 
and arrogance, although he had it in his power, but in humi- 
lity, as the Holy Spirit spake concerning him. Todetermine 
what this humility is, Clemens immediately goes on to cite 
the prophecies which describe the Messiah’s low condition, 
The humility, therefore, of an ordinary condition, is that in 
which it is said the Messiah came, The pomp, therefore, 


* Tarevogpoverrwy γὰρ esw.0 Kpisog δκ᾽ eraipomevwy. et Τὸ ποιμνίον ἄυτϑ. 
To σκηπτρον. τῆς μεγαλωσυνὴς 73 Θεϑ, ὁ κυριος ἡμῶν Keisos ἴησδς, ax’ yAdev ev 
κομπῳ aralwveias, 8δε ὑπερηφανιάς, καὶιπὲρ δυναμενὸς, ἀλλὰ ταπεινοῴρονων, 
καΐως τὸ πνευμα τὸ ὧγιὸν περι δυτδ' ελῶλήσεγ.. Sect. xvii p. 154. (P.) See 
Wake's Gen. Epis. Ed. 4, Ρ.}18, | (118 ' 
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of a high condition, is the pomp in which it is said he came 
not, although he had it in his power to come. The expres- 
sions, therefore, clearly imply that our Lord, ’ere he came, 
had the power to choose in what condition he would be 
born,” * 

But, if we consider the prophecies which Clemens quotes, 
we shall find them to be not such as describe the circum- 
stances of the birth of Christ, but only those of his public 
_ life and death; the principal of them being, Isa. lil. which 
he quotes almost at full length. This is certainly favourable 
to the supposition, that when Christ was in public lite, he 
made no ostentatious display of the extraordinary powers 
with which he was invested, and before he entered upon it, 
preferred a low condition to that of a great prince. 

The more ancient reading of Jerome is evidently favour- 
able to this interpretation of the passage. He read wavra 
δυνάμενος, having all power, which naturally alludes to the 
great power of which he became possessed after the descent 
of the Spirit of God upon him at his baptism. 

As to the phrase coming, it is used to express the mission 
of any prophet, and it is applied to John the Baptist as well 
as to Christ, of which the following passages are examples. 
Matt. xi. 18, 19: “ John came neither eating nor drinking, 
&c. The Son of Man came eating and drinking,” &c. i. e. 
not locally from heaven, but as other prophets came from 
God. Christ says of John, Matt. xxi. 32, “ John came unto 
you in the way of righteousness.” John the Evangelist also 
says of him, John i.7, ‘The same came for a witness,” ὅζα. 

Admitting that some one circumstance in the prophecies 
which Clemens quotes, rigorously interpreted, should allude 
to the birth of Christ, (though I see no reason to think so,) 
we are not authorized to conclude that Clemens attended to 
that in particular, but to the general scope of the whole, 
which is evidently descriptive of his public life only. 

In the second section of this epistle we find the phrase 
the sufferings of God; + but this is language so exceedingly 
shocking and unscriptural, that it is hardly possible to think 
that it could be used by any writer so near to the time of the 
apostles; and Junius, who was far from having my objection 
to it, was of opinion that the whole passage was much cor- 


* Horsley'’s Letters, quoted by Dr. P. Pt. ii. Let. i. : 
_ + “Being content with the portion God had dispensed to you; and he hearken- 
ing diligently to his word, ye were enlarged in your bowels, having his sufferings 
(παϑηματα) before your eyes.” Wake's Gen. Epis. p. 2. 
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rupted, and that, instead of σαϑηματα owre 1. 6. ce, we ought 
to read μαϑηματα αὐτων. 

Whatever may be thought of this epistle by any of the 
moderns, it appears that, after the Council of Nice, it was 
not thought to be favourable to the orthodoxy of those times. 
Photius, in his account of it, says, that it is liable to censure 
for three things, the last of which is, that ““ speaking of our 
high-priest and master, Jesus Christ, he did not make use of 
expressions sufficiently lofty and becoming a God, though 
he no where openly blasphemes him.” * 

Of the writings of the other apostolical fathers, the epistle 
of Barnabas would certainly be entitled to the greatest 
consideration, if it was genuine; but it is almost certain] 
spurious, and unquestionably interpolated, besides, that the 
time in which it was written cannot be ascertained. Ρτο- 
bably, however, it is not very ancient. My observations on 
this subject will be chiefly copied from the learned Jeremiah 
Jones, who, being a believer in the doctrine of the Trinity, 
cannot be excepted against as an unfair judge in this case. 

That the writer. of this epistle was not Barnabas, the com- 
panion of Paul, ‘“‘ who was originally a Jew,” but “ by one 
who was originally a Gentile or Pagan,” appears, he says, 
*‘ from the constant distinction or opposition which he makes 
between Jew and Gentile” in the course of the work, and 
from the writer, ‘‘ always ranking himself among the latter 
sort.’ ¢ It is also evident from there being no Hebraisms 
in the style of the work, and from its being written after the 
destruction of Jerusalem. For he speaks of the temple as 
being then destroyed,t and it is highly improbable that 
Barnabas should have survived that event. . 

That this epistle was not, in early times, considered as 
the genuine production of Barnabas, the companion of Paul, 
appears, ‘‘ because it is not found in any of the catalogues of 
the sacred books of the New Testament, made by the primi- + 
tive Christians.” § It. is, likewise, almost certain that this 


* “Ori ἀρχίιερεια καὶ mposaryy τὸν κυριὸν ἡμῶν Iyosy Xeisov ekovowatwy, ade 
Tas ϑεοπρεπεις καὶ ὑψηλοτερας αφηκε περι αὐτῇ φωνας" Buyy 8δ᾽ ἀπαρακαλυπτως 
αὐτὸν Βδαμὴ εν τᾶτοις Ἐλασφημει. Bibliotheca, p. 806. (P.) 

{+ Jones on the Canon, 1720, I. p. 526. (P.) “ A new and full method of 
settling the authority of the New Testament, by the Rev. Jeremiah Jones. Oxford. 
At the Clarendon Press.” 1798, II. pp. 432, 434. ; 

1 Sect.xvi.(P.) “The Scripture saith, (Zephan.ii.6, juxta Hebr.) “ And it shall 
come to pass in the last days, that the Lord will deliver up the sheep of his pasture, 
and their fuld, and their tower unto destruction.’ And it has come to pass, as the 
Lord hath spoken." Wake's Gen. Epis. p. 188. 

§ Jones on the Canon, I. p.534. (P.) Oxford, 11. p. 440, 
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epistle could not be written by Barnabas, or indeed any 
respectable writer, from the extreme weakness and absurdity 
of many parts of it, especially from his finding in the two 
first letters of the name of Jesus¢ and the figure of the cross, 
the number 318, which he says, was the number that Abra- 
ham cireumcised, (but which was the number of those that 
Abraham armed, in order to pursue the kings who had 
plundered Sodom,) T, which makes the figure of the cross 
being 300, in the Greek method of notation, and I, H, 18. 
This curiosity he speaks of as having been imparted to him 
by divine inspiration, and as certain a truth as any that he 
had diyulged.* 

The author of this epistle carries his allegorizing of the 
writings of Moses so far as to assert that it was not his 
intention to forbid the use of any meats as unclean, but only 
to signify, by his prohibiting the flesh of certain animals, 
that we ought to avoid the dispositions for which they are 
remarkable.t Mr. Jones proceeds to mention ten instances 
of mistakes and falsehoods in this epistle of Barnabas, and 
says that it would be easy to instance as many more.t 

The age of this epistle cannot be clearly ascertained. It 
is not mentioned by Irenzeus, Justin Martyr, Athenagoras, 
Theophilus, or Tertullian; but it is quoted by Clemens 
Alexandrinus. It is not, therefore, certain that this epistle 
is older than Justin Martyr, and therefore, it is of little 
consequence whether the writer held the doctrine of the 
pre-existence of Christ, or not. 

At whatever time this epistle was written, it is evidently 
interpolated. Two passages in the Greek, which assert the 
pre-existence of Christ, are omitted in the ancient Latin 


* Δηλοι οὖν roy μὲν Ἰησουν ev τοις duct γραμμᾶσι, και ev Evi Tov σίαυρον. 
Order, ὁ τὴν ἐμιφυτον δωρεαν τῆς διδαχης αὐτου ϑέμενος εν ἧμιν. Oudeis γνησιωτερον 
euotey ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ Aryov' ἀλλα oda, ὁτι ἀξιοι esre ὕμεις. Sect. ix. p. 80. (P.) 
« Abraham, who was the first that Drought in circumcision, looking forward in the 
spirit to Jesus, circumcised, having received the mystery in three letters. For the 
Scripture says, that Abraham cirewmcised 318 men of his house. But what therefore 
was the mystery that was made known to him? Mark first the 18, and next the 
300. For the numeral letters of 10 and 8, are I. H.; and these denote Jesus. And 
because the cross was that by which we were to find grace, therefore he adds $00; 
the note of which is T. Wherefore by two letters he signified Jesus, and by the 
third his cross. He who has put the engrafted gift of his doctrine within us knows 
that I never taught to any one a more genuine truth. But I trust that ye are worthy 
of it.” Sect. ix..ad fin. Archbishop Wake adds, on authorities which he quotes, 
as to the 318 men circumcised, “ that many others of the ancient fathers have con- 
curred in this.” Gen. Epist. pp. 175, 176. 

Mr. Jones remarks that, ‘the author of the Epistle, in his allegory, supposes that 
Abraham understood Greek, at least that he knew the Greeh letters, many hundred 
years before” they “were invented.” New Meth. Oxford, II. p. 450. 

+ Sect. x. Wake, pp. 176—179. { New Meth. Oxf. Il. pp. 446—45s3. 
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version of it. And can it be supposed that that version was 
published in an age in which such an omission was likely to 
be made? Both the interpolations are in Sect. VI., where 
we now read thus: ‘“ For the Scripture says concerning us, 
as he says, to the Son, ‘ Let us make man according to our 
image and our likeness.’’’* But the ancient Latin version 
corresponding to this passage is simply this: ‘“ As, says the 
Scripture, ‘ Let us make man,’” &c.t 

Again, in the same section, after quoting from Moses, 
‘¢ [Increase and multiply, and replenish the earth,” the Greek 
copy has ‘“ These things to the Son ;”+ but in the old Latin 
version the clause is wholly omitted; and, certainly, there 
is no want of it, or of the similar clause in the former pas- 
sage, with respect to the general object of the writer. These 
appear to me pretty evident marks of interpolation. 

In another passage, God is represented as speaking to the 
Son on the day before the making of the world ;§ but this 
is in that part of the epistle of which the original is lost, 
and it is by no means improbable, that this version may 
have been interpolated, as well as the original, and for the 
same reasons. 

The passage that looks the least like an interpolation, and 
which yet speaks of Christ as pre-existing, is one in which 
he is represented as regulating the Jewish ritual, and having 
a view to himself in the frame of it. Speaking of the obli- 
gation of the priests to fast, he says, “‘ This the Lord ordered 
because he himself was to offer for our sins the vessel of his 
spirit, and also that the type by Isaac, who was to have been 
offered, might be fulfilled.’’|| He also gives it as a reason, 
why the priests only should eat the inwards, not washed 
with vinegar, that ‘‘ he knew that they would give him vine- 
gar mixed with gall to drink, to shew that he was to suffer 
for them.” A little alteration in the words of this passage 
would make it speak of God as ordering this with a view to 


* Λέγει yao ἡ γραφὴ περι ἥμων, ws λέγει Tw UW, ἸΤοιηήσωμεν ual εἰκονα καὶ 
καὶ ὁμοιωσιν yuwy, τὸν ανϑρωπον. (P.) Wake, p. 169. 

+ Sicut, dicit Scriptura, Faciamus hominem. (P.) 

+ Tavia πρὸς τὸν υἱον. (P.) Wake, p. 169. 

§ Die ante constitutionem seculi. Sect. v. p. 61. (P.) Wake, p. 166. 

|| EveletAalo κυριος" enter καὶ αὑτὸς ὑπερ των ἡμείερων ὡμαρίιων ἡμελλε σκευος 
re πνευμαῖος προσῴερειν ϑυσιαν" Iva και ὁ τυπὸς 6 γενομενὸος emi Ioaax, Ts 
maoveveydevlog emt TO Yuolasypioy, rederSy. Sect. vii. p. 21. (P.) Wake, 
Ρ. 171. Ε 

4 Προς τι; ἐπειδὴ ewe, εἰδον, ὑπερ ὡμαρίιων μελλοντὰ Te Aas τ καινῇ προσ- 
Pepe τὴν σᾶρχὰ μὲ, μελλεῖε ποῆιζειν χολὴν μεῖα οζες. Ἵνα δειζη, ὅτι der αυῖῇον 
madey ὑπερ αυων. Sect. vii. Ρ. 21: (P.) Wake, p.171. 
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Christ. As it stands, however, it certainly conveys the idea 
of the pre-existence of Christ, and of his having been the 
framer of the Jewish constitution. But what certain inte- 
rence can be drawn from this, when it is considered that the 
work was not written by the companion of Paul, and that it 
cannot be proved to be older than the writings of Justin 
Martyr? 

The supposed author of the next piece, which contains 
the doctrine of the pre-existence of Christ, is Hermas, men- 
tioned in the conclusion of Paul’s epistle to the Romans. 
His: work, entitled The Shepherd, is quoted by Irenzus, 
though not by name. The sentence which he cites is as 
follows: ‘* The Scripture, therefore, well says, in the first 
place, believe that there is one God, who created and esta- 
blished all things, making them out of nothing,” * which is 
found in Hermas.t But we have only a Latin translation 
of Hermas, and, therefore, cannot be quite sure that the 
words were the same. The sense of them is certainly found 
in what are properly called The Scriptures, and 1 do not 
know that [reneus ever quotes any other book by this title, 
except those which we now characterize in that manner. 
He quotes no other author, 1 believe, without mentioning 
either his name, or some. title or circumstance sufficiently 
descriptive of him. 

Though this book of Hermas is quoted with respect by 
some of the more early fathers, it is treated with contempt 
by the later ones, as Le Clerc, who thought it genuine, ob- 
serves.t Tertullian says of this work of Hermas, “ it is 
rejected as spurious by all the councils of the churches ;”§ 
and it was declared to be apochryphal under pope Gelasius, 
A.D. 494. It is, indeed, a work highly unworthy of the 
apostolical age, the contents of it being weak and foolish in 
the extreme, to say nothing of its pretended visions, which 
looks as if the writer designed to impose them upon the 
world for something else than his own inventions. Those 
who deny the authenticity of this work, generally ascribe it 
to another Hermas, or Hermes, brother of pope Pius, about 
the year 146, which is after the time of Justin Martyr. 


* Kadws ev evmev ἡ γραφὴ ἡ λεγουσα Ipwloy mavlwy miseucoy ὅτι tig Es ὃ 

205, ὃ τὰ πανῖα κῖισας, και καϊαρίισας, καὶ ποιησᾶς εκ Te μὴ ονῖος ts TO εἰναι 
τὰ πχνῖα. L.iv. C. xxxvii. p. 380. (P.) 

+ Primum omnium, crede quod unus est Deus, qui omnia creavit et consum- 
mavit, et ex nihilo omnia fecit. L. ii. M.i. p. 85. (P.) Wake, p. 231. 

1 Hist. Eccl. A. Ὁ. 69, p. 469. (P.) 

-§ Ab omni concilio ecclesiarum inter apochrypha et falsa judicatur. De Pudi- 
citta, C. x. p. 563. (P.) 
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The pre-existence of Christ is certainly referred to in this 
work. For the writer, speaking of an old rock and a new 
gate, and being asked the reason of it, says, “" It represents 
the Son of God, who is older than the creation, so that he 
was present with the Father when the world was made.”’* 
He also says, “‘ the name of the Son of God is great and 
immense, and the whole world is sustained by it.”+ But 
this language might be figurative. However, the uncertainty, 
to say the least, with respect to the age of this work, is suf- 
ficient to overthrow the authority of the evidence which it 
might furnish for the early date of the doctrine of the pre- 
existence of Christ, without having recourse to interpola- 
tion, which few writings of so early an age have escaped. 

The only writer besides these, that I have any occasion to 
mention, is Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, who, on his jour- 
ney to Rome, where he suffered martyrdom under Trajan, 
wrote several epistles; and many bearing his name are now 
extant. But of these a great part are universally allowed to 
be spurious, and the rest are so much interpolated, that they 
cannot be quoted with safety for any purpose. Dr. Lardner, 
who thinks that the smaller epistles are 2m the main genuine, 
says, ““ If there be only some few sentiments and expressions 
which seem inconsistent with the true age of Ignatius, it is 
more reasonable to suppose them to be additions, than to 
reject the epistles-themselves entirely ; especially in this 
scarcity of copies which we now labour under. As the 
interpolations of the larger epistles are plainly the work of 
some Arian, so even the smaller epistles may have been 
tampered with by the Arians, or the orthodox, or both, 
though I do not affirm there are in them any considerable 
corruptions or alterations.” ἢ 

Salmasius, Blondel and Daillé are decided that all the 
epistles are spurious ; and Le Sueur, after having given an 
account of the whole matter, says, that the last of them, 
viz. M. Daillé, has clearly proved that the first, or small 
collection of Ignatius’s epistles was forged about the begin- 
ning of the fourth century, or two hundred years after the 
death of Ignatius ; and that the second, or larger collection, 
was made at the beginning of the sixth century. 

* Petra hec, et porta-quid sunt? Audi, inquit: Petra hac, et porta, Filius Dei 
est. Quonam pacto, inquam, Domine, petra vetus est, porta autem nova! Audi, 
inquit, insipiens, et intellige. Filius quidem Dei omni creatura antiquior est, ita 
ut in consilio Patri suo adfuerit ad condendam creaturam. L. iii. Sim. ix. Sect. xii. 
p- 115. (P.) Wake, p. $20. 

+ Nomen Filii Dei magnum et immensum est, et totus ab eo sustentatur orbis. 


L. iii. Sect. xiv. p.116. (P.) Wake, p. 324. 
1 Credibility, Pt.ii. I. p. 154. (P.) Works, Il. p. 69. 
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Ignatius not being quoted by Eusebius, or the writer whose 
work he cites, among ancient authorities for the doctrine of 
the divinity of Christ, is alone a sufficient proof that no 
passage favourable to it was to be found in the epistles of 
Ignatius in his time. 

Jortin says, ‘* Though the shorter epistles are on many 
accounts preferable to the larger, yet 1 will not affirm that 
they have undergone no alteration at all.”* Beausobre 
thinks that the purest of Ignatius’s epistles have been inter- 
polated.t 

For my own part, I scruple not to say, that there never 
were more evident marks of interpolation in any writings 
than are to be found in these genuine epistles, as they are 
called, of Ignatius; though [ am willing to allow, on re- 
considering them, that, exclusive of manifest interpolation, 
there may be a ground-work of antiquity in them. The 
famous passage in Josephus concerning Christ is not a 
more evident interpolation ᾧ than many in these epistles of 
Ignatius. 

A passage in these epistles on which much stress has been 
laid, as referring to the pre-existence of Christ, is the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘ There is one physician, fleshly and spiritual, 
begotten and unbegotten, in the flesh made God, in im. 
mortal life eternal, both of Mary and of God, first suffering 
and then impassible.”§ Theodoret read the passage, yevvijoc 
εξ wyewyle, ““ begotten of him that was unbegotten,” and in 
other respects this passage is neither clear nor decisive. 

It will weigh much with many persons in favour of the 
genuineness of the pieces ascribed to Barnabas, Hermas and 
Ignatius, that Dr. Lardner was inclined to admit 11.} But 
it must be observed, and I would do it with all possible 
respect for so fair and candid a writer, that the object of his 
work might, unperceived by himself, bias him a little in 
favour of their genuineness ; as their evidence was useful to 
his purpose, which was to prove that of the books of the 
New Testament, by the quotation of them in early writers. 
Other men, as learned as Dr. Lardner, and even firm be- 


* Remarks on Ecclesiastical History, 1751, I. p. 361. (P.) Ed. 1805, I. p. $57. 

+ Histoire de Manicheisme, I. p. 378. (P.) “ L’opinion, qui me paroit Ja plus 
raisonnable, est, que les plus pures ont été interpolées.” Pt. ii. L. ii. Ch. iv. 
Sect. ii. Note. 

1 See, on this supposed interpolation, Vol. IV. p. 488, Note. 

§ “Ess ταῖρος esiv, σαρκικὸς τε καὶ πνευμαΐικος, yevvylos καὶ ἀγεννηῖος, ev σᾶρκι 
Ὑένομενος Θεὸς, ey αϑαναῖω ζωη adndivy, και ex Mapias καὶ ex es, τρωῖον τοαϑηῖος 
και Tole απαϑης. Ad Eph. Sect, vii. ρ. 13. (P.) Wake, p. 67. 

|| Works, Il. pp. 13, 51, 70, LV..pp. 258, 259. 
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lievers in the doctrines of the pre-existence and the divinity 
of Christ, have not scrupled to pronounce all the works 
above-mentioned to be spurious. These circumstances con- 
sidered, the reader must form his own judgment of the value 
ot any testimony produced from them. 


CHAPTER II. 


OF THE PRINCIPLES OF THE ORIENTAL PHILOSOPHY. 


fw order clearly to understand the nature and origin of 
those corruptions of Christianity which now remain, it will 
be proper to consider those which took their rise in a more 
early period, and which bore some relation to them, though 
they are now extinct, and therefore, on that account, are 
not, of themselves, deserving of much notice. The doctrine 
of the detfication of Christ, which overspread the whole 
christian world, and which 15 still the prevailing opinion in 
all christian countries (but which is diametrically opposite 
to the genuine principles of Christianity, and the whole 
system of revealed religion), was preceded by that system of 
doctrines which is generally called Gnosticism. For these 
principles were introduced in the very age of the apostles, 
and constituted the only heresy that we find to have given 
any alarm to them, or to the christian world in general, for 
two or three,centuries. 

That these principles of the Gnostics were justly consi- 
dered in a very serious light, we evidently perceive by tlic 
writings of the apostles. For that the doctrines which the: 
apostles reprobated were the very same with those which 
were afterwards ascribed to the Gnostics, cannot but be 
evident to every person who shall compare them in the most 
superficial manner. ‘The authority of the apostles, which, 
in all its force, was directly pointed against the principles of 
these Gnostics, seems to have borne them down for a con- 
siderable time, so that they made no great figure till the 
reign of Adrian, in the beginning of the second century, 
But at that time, some persons of great eminence, and very 
distinguished abilities, having adopted the same, or very 
similar principles, the sect revived, and in a remarkably 
short space of time became very prevalent. 

The principles of Gnosticism must be looked for in those 
of the philosophy of the times, especially that which was 
most prevalent in the East; and as much of this philosophy 
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as is sufficient to explain the general principles of the Gnostics 
is easily deduced from the accounts that we have of that 
heresy. Also the Greek philosophy, having been originally 
derived from that of the orientals, and having always retained 
the same fundamental doctrines, with no very considerable 
variations, and those easily distinguished, is another guide 
to us in our investigation of this subject. 

But we have happily preserved to us one work of a singular 
construction, in which the principles of this philosophy are 
represented such as they were, betore they were incorporated 
into Christianity, by a writer tolerably near to the time of 
the first promulgation of it, at least as near to it as any other 
certain account of the principles of the Gnostics, except 
what may be collected from the New Testament itself. And 
what makes this work an τρέφε of its kind, and therefore 
more deserving¥of our notice, is, that it appears to have 
been written by a person who was unquestionably an Uni- 
tarian; whereas every other account that is now extant of 
the principles of the Gnostics, or of those from which they 
were derived, is from persons who were either Trinitarians, 
or had adopted those principles which afterwards led to the 
doctrine of the Trinity. 

The work I mean, is the Clementine Homilies, written 
probably about the time of Justin Martyr; and it is pretty 
remarkable, that the author of the Clementines, as the work 
is generally called, does not appear to have known any thing 
of Justin’s doctrine of the personification of the dogos, which 
was borrowed from Platonism; and yet in the compass of 
his work there is an account of every other system that 
made any considerable figure in those times. The author 
himself appears to have been well acquainted with philo- 
sophy, and has evidently borrowed from it a variety of opi- 
nions which are sufficiently absurd. It may, therefore, be 
presumed, that this writer, who was a man of learning and 
ability, well acquainted with the different systems that pre- 
vailed in his time, and with the arguments by which they 
were supported, had never heard of any such doctrine ; and 
that no questions relating to religion were much agitated in 
his time by Christians, except against the Heathens on the 
one hand, and the Gnostics on the other. Of all these a 
very full detail is given in this work, in which speakers are 
introduced on both sides, who exhibit in the best light the 
principles of their respective systems. 

It is possible that this writer might be mistaken in his 
account of the opinions of persons who lived about a century 
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before his time, and it is evident he has ascribed to Peter 
several opinions which he could not have entertained ; but 
he would naturally (since he must have wished to gain credit 
to his theological romance, for such his work properly is) 
endeavour to give to every personage introduced into it such 
opinions and arguments as he thought would pass for theirs. 
Since, however, this is the only account that we have of 
the tenets of those oriental philosophers so near to the time 
in which their doctrines were most in vogue, I shall give a 
separate view of them as they are exhibited in this work ; 
and it will be seen, that the principles here ascribed to 
Simon Magus were in general the very same with those 
which were afterwards entertained by the christian Gnostics, 
though Simon is not here represented as a Christian, but an 
open opposer of Christianity. 

Beausobre says that this work is a well-written romance, 
composed by a christian philosopher who wished to publish 
his theology under the names of Peter and Clement.* 

Cotelerius, the editor, says, that ‘ though it abounds with 
trifles and errors, which had their source in a half-christran 
philosophy and heresy, especially that of the Ebionites, it 
may be read with advantage, both on account of the elegance 
of the style and the various learning that it contains, and 
likewise for the better understanding the doctrine of the first 
heretics.” + 

It was an opinion very prevalent among Christians, that 
Simon Magus was the father of all heresy, and it is probable 
that the opinions which he maintained, being adopted by 
Christians, were the true source of those heresies which 
went under the general name of Gnosticism. Thus much 
may be learned from the work before us, i which Peter'is 
represented as saying, ‘ There will be, as the Lord said, 
false apostles, false prophets, heresies, pretensions to power, 
which, as I conjecture, have their origin from Simon, who 
blasphemes God, and who will concur with him in speaking 
the same things against God.” ἢ 


* Histoire de Manicheisme, I. p. 461. (P.) ‘ C’est un roman bien écrit, com- 
posé par un chrétien philosophe, qui a voulu débiter sa théologie sous le nom de 
S. Pierre ou de S. Clément.” Pt. ii. L. ἢ. Ch. vii. 

+ « Et vero que damus Clementina, licet nugis, licet erroribus scatent, a semi- 
christiana philosophia et heresi, praecipué Ebionitica, profectis, non sine fructu tamen 
Jegentur, tum propter elegantiam sermonis, tum multiplicis doctrinze causa, tum 
denique ad melius cognoscenda primarum heeresion dogmata.” Pref. (P.) 

ἘΞ Ecovla: yap, ws ὃ xupios ever, pedaemosoror, Wevders τσροφηΐαις αἰρεσεις, φιλαρ- 
χιαι" as TIVES, WS SOK ACOA Ly amo τῷ Toy Θεὸν βλασφημϑνῖος Lipwvos Thy apyny 
λαζεσαι; εἰς τὰ ale TW Σιμώνι xale Te Ose λέγειν συγεργήσασιν. Hom. xvi. 
Sect. xxi. p. 729. (P.) 
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This Simon is represented as having supplanted one Dosi- 
theus, who preceded him as a teacher of the same doctrines. * 
The successor of Simon was Menander, whose disciple was 
Saturninus, of Antioch, and was followed by Basilides, of 
Alexandria.t These were the first Christian Gnostics. 

The age of Simon Magus is fixed by the history of the 
book of Acts, in which mention is made of his interview with 
Peter. The severe reproof given him by Peter, might be 
supposed to have silenced him; but he is represented as 
being indefatigable in teaching his opinions afterwards. 
Theodoret speaks of him as sowing his heretical thorns 
when Paul was writing his second epistle to Timothy. +t 

The great principles of the oriental philosophy, as far as 
they affected Christianity were these, viz. That matter is 
the source of all evil, that the Supreme Being was not the 
maker of the world, that men had souls separate from their 
bodies, and that these souls had pre-existed. And it must 
be owned that the reasoning by which the authors of this 
philosophy had been led to adopt these principles were very 
specious. It was a fundamental maxim with the oriental 
philosophers, as it also was with Plato, who borrowed from 
them, that the Supreme Being is perfectly good, and there- 
fore that he could not be the Author of any thing evil. 
In this work Simon is represented as saying, “ If God be the 
author only of what is good, we must conclude either that evil 
has some other origin, or that it is unoriginated.”§ It is on 
this subject that he is represented as speaking with the greatest 
confidence, saying to Peter, ‘‘ Since you acknowledge, from 
the Scriptures, that there is an evil being, tell me how he was 
made, if he was made, and by whom, and for what purpose.”’|| 

But as it is evident that there is much evil in the world, 
and the principles of it seem to be interwoven into the very 
constitution of nature, these philosophers concluded that the 
visible universe must have had some other author, who must 
either have been derived from the Supreme Being, or have 
been eternal and underived. ‘The latter, however, was so 


* Hom. ii. Sect. xxiv. p. 627. (P.) 

+ Euseb. Hist. L. iv. (, vii. p. 147. (P.) * 
£ Σιμὼν ypkalo κατ᾽ exeivoy τὸν καιρὸν τὰς aipelinas καϊασπειρειν ἀκανϑας. 
In 2 Tim. ii. 8. Opera, III. p. 407. (P.) , 

§ Ovxey εἰ ὁ Θεὸς μόνων τῶν κάλων allios Esty, Te Aovwe τι ἐστιν voELY, ἢ δι TO 
πονηρὸν Elepa τις ἐγεννήσεν ἀρχὴ, % ao ἀγεννηῖον εςιν. Hom. xix. Sect, xii, 
Ρ. 747. (P.) 

|| Ἐπει ev ευγνωμονήσας duoroyyoas εἰνῶι τὸν πόνηρον, amo γράφων, Kab λέγε 
TO πως ὙεΎονεν, EMEP γὙεγόγεν, καὶ ὑπὸ τινος, και δια τι. Abid. Sect. iii, p. 744. (P.) 
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bold an hypothesis, that it does not seem to have been 
adopted very early. At least, the more general opinion was, 
that matter only had been eternal, and that its nature was 
such, as that nothing perfectly good could be made out of 
it; so that, however it might be modified by the Supreme 
Being, every system into which it entered must necessarily 
contain within itself the seeds of evil. 

In the same system it was generally supposed that all 
intelligence had only one source, viz. the divine mind; and 
to help out the doctrine concerning the origin of evil, it was 
imagined, that though the Divine Being himself was essen- 
tially and perfectly good, those intelligences, or spirits, which 
were derived from him, and especially those which were 
derived from them, were capable of depravation. It was 
farther imagined, that the derivation of these inferior intel- 
ligent beings from the Supreme was by a kind of efflux, or. 
emanation, a part of the substance being detached from the 
rest, but capable of being absorbed into it again. To these 
intelligences, derived mediately or immediately from the 
divine mind, the authors of this system did not scruple to 
give the name of gods, thinking some of them capable even 
of creative power, that is, a power of modifying matter: for 
creation out of nothing was an idea that they never enter- 
tained. In this work Simon Magus supposes two of these 
inferior gods to have been sent out by the Supreme God, and 
that one of them made the visible world, and the other gave 
the law to the Jews.* _ 

As these divine intelligences were capable of animating 
the bedies of men, it was supposed that this was occasionally 
done by them, as well as that all souls had come into this 
world from a pre-existent state, and generally for the punish- 
ment of offences committed in that state. Simon himself 
claimed to be one of those superior powers, as it 1s likewise 
said, that he maintained his wife Helena to be another of 
them. We read, Acts viii. 9, that he said, that ““ himself 
was some great one,” and the people said of him, ver. 10, 
‘© This man is the great power of God.” In this work like- 
wise, he claims to be a great power, δυναμις, even superior to 
the Being that made the world; and he intimates, that he 


* Simay σήμερον kata συνεϊαξαῖο, éloynos exw ἀπὸ τῶν γραῴων, ext waviwy EATov, 
ἀποδεικνυειν μὴ τϑῖον evar Θεὸν ανω]αῆον, ὃς δρᾶνον εκῆισε, καὶ γὴν, Kat wavla εν αυῇοις" 
ahha αλλὸν τινὰ ὠγνωςὸν καὶ avwlalov, ὡς εν ὡπορρηΐοις ονα Θεὸν δεων" ὃς δυο ἔπεμψε 
Seoug αφ᾽ wy 6 μεν Fig εςτιν 6 κοσμον κῆισας, ὃ δὲ “Tepoc, ὃ τὸν νομον dec. Flom. ili. Sect. il. 
p. 634. (P.) 
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was a christ, or a person anointed, or set apart for some great 
office, calling himself ésws, as if he should always continue, 
having no cause of corruption in himself.* [ἢ another place 
he calls himself the son of god,t meaning, probably, that he 
was some principal, or immediate emanation from the Su- 
preme Being. 

When, upon this ground, Simon would, for argument’s 
sake, insinuate that Jesus Christ, being called the Son of 
God, and said td proceed from him, must therefore claim to 
be a god, Peter replied that, ‘‘ upon this principle, all souls, 
which are the breath of God, must be gods; and,” says he, 
‘‘ if they must be called gods, what great matter is it for 
Christ to be a god in that sense, as he has no advantage over 
others >” + This, I would observe, is a very different kind of 
answer from what would have been given by a Trinitarian, 
or one who had adopted the doctrine of the personification of 
the logos. 

No other peculiar principles of Simon’s appear in this 
piece, except that he denied the resurrection,§ which was 
also done by all the Christian Gnostics afterwards. They 
had too bad an opinion of matter, and consequently of the 
body, which was composed of it, to think the resurrection 
a desirable thing. ἱ 

It may not be possible to imagine every thing that might 
have been urged by the patrons of this oriental philosophy 
in its favour; but we may easily perceive in this work, that 
the principal sources of their mistakes were such as have 
been represented above, especially their fixed persuasion 
concerning the pure benevolence of the Supreme Being ; 
considering what their idea of this pure benevolence was. 
For it was such as was incompatible with justice; so that 
the very admission that God was just, was with them a proof 
that he was not that good being whom they placed at the 
head of the universe. 

In this work Simon says, “" It is the property of men to be, 
some good, and others bad, but it belongs to God to be 


* Kas pevess Serew νομιζεσαι avwlaly rig εἰναι Suvapss, καὶ αὖθ. re Toy κοσμὸν 
κῆισανῖος Sea’ ενιοἦε Be καὶ ypicov Eavioy αἰνισσομενος, ἑςτωῖα aporayopever” ταυΐη δὲ TH 
προσηγορία Kexpylas, ὡς δὴ ςσομιενος ae, nas αἰαιαν ptopas, τὸ σωμα WETEY, BK EXD 
kas ale Deoy τὸν κ]ισανῖα τὸν κοσμὸν, avwlaloy eva λεγε. Hom. il. Sect. xxii. 
p- 626. (P.) ὁ 

ἡ Συ δὲ καὶ τα σαφως λεγόμενα μη συνίων, viov Eavioy εἰπεῖν δελεις. Hom. xviii. 
Sect. vii. p. 739. (P.) 

TEs be προσφιλονεικὼν μι ερεις, Kas arias Sees εἰναι" καὶ τι τβῖο ει μεγα και Χριςῳ, 
τῷ Sep λεγεσῖγαι ; τοῖο yap exer. ὃ και τσανῖες exeow. Hom. xvi. Sect. xvi. p. 728, (.) 

§ Ov νεκρες ἐγηγερῦαι πιςευει. Hom. ii. Sect. xxii. p. 626. (P.) 
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unmixed good.”* Again, he says, “" You must say that the 
Creator either was a law-giver, or not. If he was ἃ law- 
giver, he was just; but if just, he was not good; and if so, 
Christ preached another god, when he said, ‘ There is none 
good but one, that is God.’”’ + 

Though Simon avowed himself an enemy to Christianity, 
he nevertheless undertook to prove the truth of his system 
with respect to the maker of the world from the Scriptures, 
as argumentum ad hominem to Peter and the Jews; alleging, 
as a proof that there was another god besides the Supreme, 
the imperfections of Adam, who was made after the image of 
this god; his being punished by being cast out of paradise ; 
God’s saying, ‘“* Let us descend to see what is doing in 
Sodom; let us cast out Adam, lest he should eat of the tree 
of life, and live for ever ;” his saying that he repented of his 
making man, that he smelled a sweet savour, and that he 
tempted Abraham. + 

All these circumstances he thought to be proofs either of 
imperfection, ignorance, envy, vice, Or severity, in the being 
who is styled God, and who is supposed to be the maker and 
governor of the world; who, therefore could not be the 
Supreme Being, because he is omniscient, and also absolutely 
perfect and good. 

As a proof that mention is made in the Scriptures of there 
being more gods than one, and that the great God was not 
offended at it, Simon alleges God’s saying, Adam 15 become 
one of us. The serpent’s saying, Ye shall be as gods; its 
being said, (Exod. xxii. 28,) ‘“* Thou shalt not revile the 
gods, nor curse the ruler of thy people.” The gods who have 
not made the heavens and the earth shall perish, &c. Which 
he says implied that there were other gods who had made 


* El μὲν wporecw avSpwrors, τὰ KaKoLg Eos nar ὠγωδῖοις" τῷ de Θεῷ, τῷ ασυζκριῳ 
ayase εἰναι. Hom. xix. Sect. xi. p. 746. (P.) 

+ Αὐλικα γοῦν τὸν Anusepyoy αὖον καὶ νομοδεΐην φὴς εἰναι, ἡ 8% εἰ μὲν ὃν νομοδ εῆς 
εξιν" δικαιος τυγχῶνει" δικαι(θ.» δὲ ὧν, ayad@» ex ecw a δὲ εκ esi, Eepov exnpuocer ὃ 
Incas τὸ Aeyesy My pe λεγε ὥγαΐον, 6 yap aryantos ἕις εξιν, ὁ ΠΠαὔὴηρ 6 ev τοῖς βρῶνοις. 
Hom. xviii. Sect. i. p. 7952. (P.) 

1 Αὐτικα yey 6 καὶ ὁμοιωσιν avte yeyovos Αδαμ καὶ tupA@e κτίζεται, καὶ γνωσιν - 
ayase καὶ κακδ ex ἔχων wapadedoTas, καὶ Wapabarys ευρισκεται, καὶ τ παραδεισδ 
εκθδαλλεται καὶ σανώτῳ τιμωρειται. Ὅμοιως τε και ὃ σλασας αυτον, ἐπεὶ μὴ Wavtaxodey 
δλεσει, ἐπι τὴ Todorov καταςροφη, λέγει δευτε, καὶ καταθαντες ἰδωμεν εἰ κατῶώ τὴν Κραυγὴν 
αὐτῶν τὴν ἐρχομενὴν τῦρος μὲ συντελθντοι" εἰ δὲ μὴν WW γνῶ" καὶ ἀγνοθντῶ avToy δεικνυεσιν. 
To δὲ ξιπεὶν wep te Αδαμ' εκέαλωμεν αὐτὸν, μήπως exrewas τὴν χειρα avTe arpytas τὰ 
Evade τῆς ζωης, και par, και ζήσεται εἰς τὸν αἴἰωνα, τὸ εἰπεν μήπως ἀγνοει" τὸ δὲ ἐσταγαγειν», 
penmoy φάγων ζησετᾶι εἰς τὸν arova, καὶ prover. Kas τὸ yeypaddas ὅτι ἐενεσυμηϑη 6 Θεὸς 
ὅτι ἐποιήσεν τὸν ὠνϑύρωπον. Και μετάνοει, Kat ὥγνοει ----καὶ τὸ yeypapYa, και 
οσφρανδδη Κυροις οσμιὴν εὐωδίαν, evdees evr κῶὶ τὸ ἐπὶ KON σαρκῶν ἡσϑηνάᾶι BK ἀγα δ᾽ τὸ 

=e πσειραζειν, ὡς γεγρώπται, Kor ετσειρασεν Ἰζυριίίθ.»» τὸν Abpacu, κακϑ, κῶν τὸ τελὸς τῆς 
ὑπομονης λίαν ἘΡΙ, Hom. πὶ. Sect. xxxix. p. 642. (P.) ; 
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the heavens and the earth. Deut. x.17: ‘* The Lord thy 
God, he is God of gods.” Who is like unto thee, O Lord, 
among the Gods, The Lord standeth in the congregation of 
the Gods.* 

He likewise pretended to bring proofs of his doctrine 
from the New Testament. Thus, in order to prove that 
there is another God besides him that is supremely good, 
Simon alleges Christ’s saying ‘* No man knoweth the Father 
but the Son, and him to whom the Son shall reveal him ;” 
as if, before this time, the Father had been unknown to all. 
He also asserted, that Christ represents one God as a just 
and severe being, and not a good one.t 

It cannot be worth while at this day to give a serious 
answer to such arguments as these; but it may not be 
amiss to shew in what manner, and on what principles, 
they were answered in the age in which they were urged. 
With respect to the general system of these philosophers, 
viz. that the Supreme Being, or the God of gods, can 
produce other beings who may be properly called gods by 
generation, the latter being, as it were, the sons of the 
former, Peter says, ‘‘ It is the property of the Father to 
be unbegotten, and of the Son to be begotten; but that 
which is begotten cannot be compared with that which is 
unbegotten, or self-begotten.” Simon says, ‘“* Are they not 
the same on account of generation?” meaning, probably, 
their being produced from the very substance of the Father. 
Peter answered, ‘“‘ He who is not in ali respects the same 
with any other, cannot be entitled to the same appellation.”’$ 
He also says, according to the philosophy of the age, that 
“Ὁ the souls of men are immortal, being from the breath of 


* Eyo de φημι tas τπεπιςευμεένας γραφας παρα 1βδαιοις worras λέγειν Dees, καὶ μὴ 
χαλεπαίνεὶν ἐπὶ TaTw τὸν Θεὸν, Tw avtov dia των γράφων αὐτὸ WorAss Tees εἰρηκεναι..--- 
Ὁ μεν ey οφις εἰπὼν, EoecSe ὡς Sets ὡς οντῶν εἰρηκὼς φαινεται. Ταυτη μᾶλλον ἡ καὶ Θεὸς 
ἐμαρτυρήσεν, εἰπὼν, Ide γέγονεν Αδαμ ὡς ἕις ἥμων" ϑτὼς 6 τες πολλὲς εἰπὼν ὀῷις εἰναι δες 
ex ἐψεύσατο. Παλιν τω γεγραφῦαι ὅεθς 8 κακολογήσεις.---Πολλθς σημαινει Beas καὶ 
ὔλλοτε, Seos δι τὸν apavoy καὶ τὴν γὴν ek ἐποιήσαν «πολεσδωσαν.---ἶζαι wadiy γεγραπτάι, 
Kupi@- 6 Θεὸς ce eos Θεὸς τῶν Sewy. Kat wads, Tis ὅμοιος σοι, Kupie, ev ὅεοις ; Και 
παλιν, Θεὸς Sev Kupios. Kas παλιν, ὁ Θεὸς eon ev συνωγωγῃ “εων. Hom. xvi. Sect. vi. 
p. 725. (P.) 

+ Kas ovtws τοῖς wpe αὐτου waciw ayvacos qv ὁ Πατήρ. ob spay καὶ δρκάιον συνιςσι 
Θεὸν, λέγων, Μη φοξηδητε ἀπὸ του αποχτεινοντίο»» τὸ σώμα τὴ δὲ ψυχὴ μὴ δυνάμενου τι 
ποιήσαι" DobySyre τὸν δυνάμενον καὶ coud καὶ ψυχὴν εἰς τὴν γέενναν Tov σύυρος βαλειν. 
Nai, λεγω ὕμιν, τουτὸν pobydyre. Ὃ δὲ εκδικουντά καὶ apetbouevoy λέγον Yeoy, 

Maloy αὐτὸν τὴ φύσει συνιξήσιν, Kas οὐκ γαδον. Hom. xvii. Sect. xlv. p. 731. (P.) 

T Πρὺς τουτοις δε, τον Πάτρος ro μὴ yeyevnodas eciv, ὕιου δὲ τὸ γεγενησῖδαι  γεννητον 
δὲ ἀγεννήτῳ ἡ καὶ αὐτογεννήτῳ ον συΐκρινεται. Kas ὃ Σιμὼν ἐφη" εἰ καὶ τῇ γεένψεσει ov 
ταυτὴν εςτιν ; Και o Πετρος ἐφη ὁ μὴ κατὰ ὥαντα τὸ αὐτὸ ὧν τινι, τὰς ἀυτᾶς αὐτῷ 
πάσας exew πρροσωνυμιᾶς ov δυναται. Hom. xvi. Sect. xvi. p. 728. (P.) 
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God, and therefore of the same substance with him, but 
that they are not therefore gods.” * 

This is by no means such an answer as one of the or- 
thodox Fathers would have made. On the contrary, they 
always pleaded the propriety of the logos being called God, 
and for the same reason that Simon here alleges, viz. his 
being generated from God, and therefore, of his being God 
of God, as it is expressed in the Nicene Creed. In this 
work Peter is represented as being more scrupulous how he 
applied the term God. ‘* Wherefore,” says he, ‘“ above all 
things consider that none reigns with him, nor is any one 
entitled to the appellation of God besides himself.” + 

Equally unlike the reasoning of the Catholics is Peter’s 
reply to the arguments of Simon from the Old Testament. 
In answer to what he alleged from the phrase, ‘ Let us 
make man,” viz. that ‘ two or more were implied, and not 
one only,” Peter says, ‘‘ It is one who said to his own 
wisdom, Let us make man. For this wisdom is his own 
Spirit, always rejoicing with him, and it is united as a soul 
to God, and is extended from him as a hand that maketh all 
things.”+ According to the reasoning of this Unitarian, 
God was only represented by Moses as holding a soliloquy 
with himself, and not as speaking to another intelligent 
person, which the orthodox fathers supposed. His com- 
paring the wisdom of God to a hand extended from him, 
was agreeable to the ideas of all the philosophical Unitarians 
of the early ages, as will be seen in its proper place. 

With respect to the term God, Peter is represented as 
replying, that it is sometimes used in the Scriptures in an 
inferior sense, so that angels, and even men, may be called 
gods; but that this was far from amounting to the acknow- 
ledgment of such gods as Simon contended for. Peter 
alleges, that angels are sometimes called gods, and instances 
in him who spake in the bush, and him who wrestled with 
Jacob. He also observes that Moses is called a God to 
Pharoah, though he was no more than a man. “ To us,” 


* Αλλα Kas τοῦτο made’ Ta ανὥρωπων σωμῶώτα Ψψυχας exer atavarouc, τὴν Tov Θεου 
πνοὴν ἡμφιεσμιενας" καὶ ex τ Ose προελϑεσαι, τῆς μὲν αὑτῆς Bolas Es, Seas Oe εκ 
εἰσιν. Hom. xvi. Sect. xvi. p. 728. (P.) 

t Aso wpo waytwy evyvoa, τι βδεις avT@ συνάρχει, δδεις τῆς AUT κοινώνει ὀνομῶσιας, 
rere 6 δη λέγεται @eos. Hom. iii. Sect. xxxvil. p. 642. (P.) 

{ Καὶ εἰπὲν ὁ Θεὸς" Ποιησωμὲν avSpwmoy κατ᾽ εἰκονα κωὶ ual? ὁμοιωσιν ἥμετεραν " 
το, “ποιήσωμεν, Ovo σημαίνει, ἡ σλειονῶις, WAHY BX, Eva” ἕις εςτιν, ὁ τῇ αὑτῇ σοφιᾳ εἰπὼν " 
Ποιησωμεὲν ανρωπον. Ἢ be σοφια womep iy τνευμῶτι, αὐτὸς wes ouvEXaipev’ ἡνώωτῶι 
μὲν ὡς Ψυχή τῳ Oey? εκτειγνετῶι Se am’ αὐτὸν ὡς χειρ δημιθργεσα τὸ way. Hom. ΧΥΪ. 
Sect. xii. p. 727. (P.) 
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he says, “" there is one God, who made all things, and 
governs all things, whose Son Christ is.”* And whereas 
Simon had insinuated that, according to the rule laid down 
by Moses, to distinguish the prophets of the true God from 
those who should speak in the name of false gods, even 
though they should work miracles, Christ ought to have 
been rejected as a false propliet, or another god, Peter says, 
** Our Lord never said that there was any other God besides 
him that made all things, nor did he ever call himself God ; 
but he pronounced him blessed who called him the Son 
of God.” + 

Had not this curious piece of antiquity been imperfect, 
and even been broken off in the very midst of the principal 
disputation between Peter and Simon, we might have 
known more concerning the state of the reasoning between 
the Unitarian Christians, and the oriental philosophers. ¢ 
In what manner, and on what principles, the orthodox 
Christians reasoned upon these subjects, we have abundant 
information. 

As this work is the only one that is universally allowed 
to be written by an Unitarian, in so early a-period,§ I shall 
conclude this article with citing from it a few more pas- 


sages expressive of the Unitarian principles. ‘ The whole 


* Ἥμιν δὲ ss Θεὸς, Eig ὁ τὰς κτίσεις Wemonnws, διαχοσμήσας Ta Wavta* 8 και ὃ 
Χριςος Ὅιοςς Hom. xvi. Sect. xiv. p. 727. (P.) 

+ Ὁ Κυριος ἥμων, ere Dees εἰναι epreybato, waa τὸν κτισαντα Ta σαντα, eTe αὐτὸν 
Seoy ervas ὠνηγορευσεν " Ὅιον Se Oca, τ τὰ σαντα διακοσμησαντίθ», τὸν εἰπόντα αὐτὸν 
εὐλόγως ἐμαχαρισεν. Hom. xvi. Sect. xv. p. 728. (P.) 

1 It is probable, however, that we do not lose much by this mutilation, as the 
Recognitions are entire, and this work Dr. Lardner supposes to have been only 
another, and a later edition of the Homilies. He thinks so because it is more 
finished and artificial. Both the works, he thinks, were originally Ebionite, and 
therefore, that if there be any Arianism in them, it has been interpolated. Credib. 
Pt. ii. Il. p. 812. (P.) Works, II. pp. 360, 361. : 

§ Beausobre supposes that the author of the Testaments of the T'welve 
Patriarchs was an Ebionite, and this appears to have been written iu a very early 
period. Others think it to have been the work of a Jew, and that it has been 
altered by a Christian. (P.) See Lardner, 11. pp. 324—354. VII. p. 21, where 
he says, “it is a very curious work. When it came in my way, | enlarged in my 
extracts of it; nor do I now repent of that labour.” 

Besides Whiston’s English translation of the Testaments, to which Lardner 
refers, there was one published in 1710, aud reprinted in 1731, with a wood-cut, 
rudely executed, at the head of each Testament, a preface by Richard Day, and 
the following title: “‘ The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, the Sons of Jacob. 
Translated out of Greek into Latin, by Robert Grosthead, sometime Bishop of 
Lincoln; and out of his Copy, into French and Dutch by others; and now 
Englished. To the Credit whereof, an ancient Greek Copy, written in Parchment, 
is kept in the University Library of Cambridge.” At the end is some account of 
the discovery, and translation from the Hebrew, of these Testaments, stating that 
Grosthead “ did in the year 1242 translate them painfully and faithfully, word for 
word, out of Greek into Latin,—by the help of Mr. Nicholas Greek, Parson of the 
ehurch of Datchot, and Chaplain to the Abbot of St. Albans,” 
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church,” he says, ““ may be compared to a large ship, 
which carries a great number of men, who are desirous of 
going to inhabit a city of some good state, through a violent 
tempest. Let the proprietor of this ship be God, and the 
governor” (or master) ““ Christ, the steersman the bishop, 
the sailors the presbyters, &c.”* And Christ is represented 
as joining with the rest in praying to God for a prosperous 
voyage. fT 

The demiurgus of the Gnostics was not the Supreme 
Being, but an inferior one, and according to the Catholics, 
it was the logos, or Christ; but in this work the Supreme 
Being himself is represented as the demiurgus, or the 
immediate creator of all things.t 

The term generation was applied both by the Gnostics 
and by the orthodox to the Supreme Being; but this writer 
says, ““ To beget is the property of men, not of God.” § 

All the Unitarians of antiquity resolutely held what they 
called the monarchy of the Supreme God, the Father of all. 
This was urged against the Trinitarians who made a second 
God of Christ; and it is urged by Peter against Simon, 
saying, ““ He ought to be rejected, who even listens to any 
thing against the monarchy of God.” || 

Cotelerius says, that there are interpolations of Arians in 
this work. But if there be any such, they have escaped my 
notice. There is, however, a pretty evident interpolation 
of some Trinitarian in it, viz. in the doxology. ‘ Thine is 
the eternal praise, and glory [to the Father, to the Son, and 
to the Holy Spirit] for ever, Amen.” That the words 
inclosed in brackets are an interpolation, is evident, not 
only from their holding a language entirely different from 
that of the whole work, but from the awkwardness and inco- 
herence with which they are introduced, after a pronoun in 
the singular number, viz. thine. The interpolator would 


* Eowmey yap ὅλον τὸ τοράγμω τῆς exxAnoias γηι μεγαλῃ, δια σφοδρθ᾽ yeyrovos avdpas 
φερεσῃ εἰ πτοόλλων τοπὼν avtas, nas μιᾶν Tie ὠγαδης βασιλειας πολιν οἰκεῖν “ελοντᾶς " 
Eow μὲν By ὕμιν ὁ ταυτῆς δεσποτης Θεος, και σαρεικασδω, ὃ μὲν κυξερνητῆς Χριςτῳ, ὁ 
τρώρεὺυς ἐπισκόπῳ, C1 ναυται πρεσδυτεροίς, ὧι τοιχαρχοι διώκονοις, ὧι ναυςοόλογοι τοις 
κατήχεσιν, τοις επιξαταις To τῶν αδελφὼν πληθίθ», τῳ βυθῳ & κοσμις, cs ἀντιπνοιαι τοις 
πειράσμοις, ὧς διωγμοι καὶ δι κινδυνοι και παντοδωπαι SAnbers ταις τρικυμιίωις. Epist. 
Sect. xiv. p. 609. (P.) 

+ ‘On δὲ πάντες Tw Θεῷ wept τ Bpia ὥλεειν wWporevxecdwoay. Sect. xv. ibid. (P.) 

1 Ὅμως αὐτὸς μονίθ. Symes ἀγγελὼν καὶ πνευμάτων, Berns νευμᾶτι δημιθργησας, 
ἐπλησε τες epaves. Hom. iii. Sect. xxxiii. Ρ, 641. (P.) 

§ ‘Or: τὸ γεννῶν ανϑρωπων ecw, 8 @ce. Hom. xix. Sect. x. p. 746. (P.) 

|| Αἔξιος ev τῆς αποδολης was Kata τῆς τ Dee μοναρχιῶς αὐτὸ μόνον κῶν axeoat τι 
τοιθτὸον ὕελησας. Hom. iii. Sect. ix. p. 686, (P.) 

4 Xs yap ecw Soba αἰώνιος, ὕμνος [warpl, καὶ vig, καὶ dyiw τνευματι] εἰς THs 
συμπαντᾶς αἰωνας " ἀμην. Hom. iii. Sect. xxii. p.650. (P.) 
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have concealed his design better, if he had written, together 
with the Son and Spirit. It will be seen in its proper 
place, that this form of doxology, in which glory is given 
to the Holy Spirit, was complained of as an innovation in 
the time of Basil, and that it was altogether unknown 
before the Council of Nice. 

The philosophical opinions that appeaf'to have been held 
by the author of the Clementines and Recognitions are 
absurd enough, but they were those of the age in which 
they were written, and, therefore, require no particular 
apology. He considered God as being in the form of man.* 
But this is an opinion that is generally ascribed to the 
Jews, as we may see in the works of Agobard.t It is also 
well known to have been the opinion of Melito, the Chris- 
tian bishop of Sardis, and from him Tertullian is thought 
to have derived the same notion. Indeed, this Anthropo- 
morphitism, Beausobre shews to have been common in the 
Christian church.¢ The thing that is most objectionable in 
the conduct of this work is, that the writer thought artifice 
might be safely employed to promote a good cause, and he 
exemplifies this principle in a curious manner. But this 
dangerous maxim was generally admitted by the philo- 
sophers of that age. All the use that 1 would now make 
of this work is, to exhibit the principles of the oriental 
philosophy, as held by one who did not profess Christianity, 
that they may be compared with those of the Christian 
Gnostices, which I shall now proceed to explain. 

No inconsiderable argument for the antiquity of the 
Clementines may be drawn from the writer of them sup- 
posing that Christ preached only one year, which I have 
shewn to have been the opinion of the ancients in general, 
and which, from the circumstances of the gospel history, 
must be the truth; as I think 1 have proved in the Dusser- 


* Kas ὁ Σιμὼν εφη" qVerov εἰδεναι Πετρε εἰ αληδως micevers τι ἡ avIpame μορῷη 
apes τὸν exewe μορφὴν διατετυπωται. Καὶ ὃ Πετρος" αληδως, ¢ Σιμων, ϑτὼς exery 
ππεπληροφορημαι. Hom. xvi. Sect. xix. p. 728. (}.). 

+ “ Deum esse corporeum, audire, et videre corpus hominis ad imaginem Dei 
factum.” Synopsis. 

* Dicunt, denique, Deum suum esse corporeum, et corporeis liniamentis per 
membra distinctum, et alia quidem parte illum audire ut nos, alia videre, alia vero 
logui, vel aliud quid agere ; ac per hoc humanum corpus ad imaginem Dei factum, 
excepto quod ille digitos manuum habeat inflexibiles ac rigentes, utpote qui nihil 
manibus operetur. Sedere autem more terreni alicujus regis in solio, quod a 
quatuor circumferatur bestiis, et magno quamvyis palatio contineri.” De Judaicts 
Superstitionibys, p.75.  (P.) 

1 Histoire de Manicheisme, I. p. 501. (P.) “ L’erreur des Anthropomor- 
phites est si ancienne, qu'il seroit bien difficile d'en marquer Pépoque.” Pt. ii. 
L. iii. Ch. iv. 
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tations prefixed to my Harmony of the Gospels, and in my 
Letters to the Bishop of Waterford. ““ 1ἴ Christ,” says 
Peter, in his disputation with Simon, ‘* appeared and con- 
versed only in vision, why did he, as a teacher, converse a 
whole year with his disciples, who were awake ?”* 


CHAPTER III. 


OF THE PRINCIPLES OF THE CHRISTIAN GNOSTICS.- 


NoTwiTHsTANDING the extreme repugnance between 
the principles of the oriental philosophy, and those of 
Christianity, many persons who were addicted to that phi- 
losophy, were likewise so much impressed with the evidence 
of the divine mission of Christ, that they could not refuse 
to believe it; and yet, being strongly attached to their 
former principles, they endeavoured to retain both. Nor 
can it be doubted but that they were very sincere in their 
profession. Indeed, in that age there was no external 
temptation for any man to become a Christian. Simon 
Magus was tempted with the sight of the miracles which 
Peter wrought, and especially his power of communicating 
the Holy Spirit; but it would soon be evident, that this 
was a gift that could not be exercised at pleasure, and 
therefore could not answer the purpose of any pretended 
converts ; and wealth and power were not then on the side 
of Christianity. 

Besides, we are not to suppose that every person who 
professed Christianity, embraced it in all its purity, or 
immediately resigned himself to the full and proper influence 
of it; and least of all are we to suppose that every person 
who believed it to be true, was resolved to expose himself 
to all hazards in adhering to it. Many persons who had 
been addicted to philosophy (in every system of which the 
doctrines concerning God, and his intercourse with the 
world, were primary articles), would consider Christianity 
as a new and improved species of philosophy, and (as they 
had been used to do with respect to other systems), they 
would adopt, or reject, what they thought proper of jt, 
and in doing this would naturally retain what was most 
consonant to the principles to which they had been long 

* Br τις δὲ δ omraciay wpos διδωσκωλίαν σοφισϑηναι Suvaras* καὶ εἰ μεν Epers δυνῶτον 


cow δια Th OAM ἐνιαυτῷ εγρηγορησιν τταρώμενων ὡμιλησεν 6 διδωσκαλίθ.: Hom, xvii. 
Sect. xix. p. 736. (P.) 
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attached. Greater numbers still would content themselves 
with ranking themselves with Christians while they were 
unmolested, but would abandon Christianity in time of 
persecution, not thinking it necessary to maintain any truth 
at the hazard of life, liberty, or property. 

Christianity would, of course, find persons in every 
possible disposition and state of mind, and would therefore 
be received with every possible variety of effect ; and in all 
cases time would be requisite to the full understanding both 
of its principles and its requirements, and to separate the 
proper professors from the improper and unworthy. Of 
this we may be satisfied by reading the apostolical epistles, 
where we find accounts of persons who classed themselves 
with Christians, and yet both disbelieved some of its most 
_ fundamental doctrines, and likewise allowed themselves in 
practices which it strictly prohibited. This continued a 
long time after the age of the apostles, as ecclesiastical 
history testifies. 

With respect to opinions .held by any persons who 
called themselves Christians, and which were foreign to the 
genuine principles of Christianity, it is evident to any 
person who attentively peruses the apostolical epistles, that 
they are all reducible to one class. ‘The writers sometimes 
speak of, or allude to, one of their errors or practices, and 
sometimes to another of them; but we no where find that 
they were of two or more classes. And if we collect all 
that the apostles have occasionally dropped concerning 
heresy, we shall find that all the articles of it make no more 
than one system; and that this was, in all its features, the 
very saine thing with that which, in the age after the 
apostles, was universally called Gnosticism; the leading 
principles of it being those which have been represented as 
belonging to the oriental philosophy, and to have been 
- ascribed to Simon Magus in the Clementines, viz. that 
matter is the source of all evil, and therefore, that the 
commerce of the sexes is not to be encouraged, and the 
resurrection no desirable thing. 

History, however, shews that there were two distinct 
kinds of the Gnostics, who equally held the general prin- 
ciples above-mentioned ; and these were the Jews and the 
Gentiles. It is to the former only that the apostle Paul 
ever alludes; and accordingly we find, by the unanimous 
testimony of all ecclesiastical history, the Jewish Gnostics 
(at the head of whom Cerinthus is. placed) appear before 
any of the others. That this man himself was so early as 
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Epiphanius represents him, viz. as opposing Peter,* may 
not perhaps be depended upon; but the tradition of John 
meeting with him at Ephesus,+ is not improbable, espe- 
cially as his sect is spoken of as being most prevalent in 
Asia Niinor.t The Nicolaitans, concerning whom we are 
much in the dark, we may be almost certain were Gnostics, 
from what is mentioned of them in the book of Revelation, 
and trom other Gnostics being said to be derived from 
them. § 

These authorities are much strengthened by an attention 
to the actual state of things among Christians in the age of 
the «postles. For we there find no certain trace of that 
doctrine which most of all distinguished the Gnostics in the 
following age, viz. that the supreme God, the Father of 
Jesus Christ, was not the being who made the world, or 
gave the law to the Jews. The Gnostic teachers who 
opposed the apostles were Jews, who, together with a 
most rigid adherence to the law, (and consequently firmly 
believing it was the true God who made the world, who 
gave the law by Moses, and lastly spake to men by Jesus 
Christ,) held every other principle that is ascribed to the 
Gnostics, as will be clearly seen when 1 come to the detail. 
of them. They were, therefore, in several respects, the 
same that the Cerinthians are described to have been. 
From the mean opinion which they entertained of matter, 
and their contempt of the body, they would not allow that 
the man Jesus was the Christ; but they either supposed 
that he was man only in appearance, having nothing more 
than the semblance of a body, so as to deceive those who 
conversed with him; or if he had a real body, it was some 
celestial intelligence, some principal emanation from the 
Supreme Being, that was properly the Christ. This Christ 
they said entered into him at his baptism, and quitted him 
at his death. | 
. That the authors of heresy in the time of the apostles were 
chiefly Jews, is evident from a variety of circumstances, and 
may be inferred particularly from Tit. i. 9—14: ‘* Holding 
fast the faithful word, as he hath been taught, that he may 
be able, by sound doctrine, both to exhort and to convince 
the gainsayers. For there are many unruly and vain talkers 

* Her. xxviii. I. p. 111. (P.)° 

+ Euseb. Hist. L. iii, C. xxviii. p. 128; and L. iv. C. xiv. p. 161. (P.) 

t Ἐν ταυτῃ γὰρ ty warpidi, φημι Se Ασια, ἀλλα καὶ ev τὴ Tadatin, wavy ἡλμασε 
τὸ τϑτων διδασκάλειον. Kpiphanius Her. xxviii. i. p. 114. (P.) 


8 Και evrevdtey ἀρχονται ὧι τῆς Ψευδωνυμθ γνωσεως nanws τῷ κόσμῳ επιφυεσσαι φημι 
δὲ Γνωςτίκοι, &c. Ibid. Hist. xxv. Lp. 77. (Ρ.) : 7 
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and deceivers, especially they of the circumcision, whose 
mouths must be stopped, who subvert whole houses, teaching 
things which they ought not, for filthy lucre’s sake.— W here- 
fore rebuke them sharply, that they may be sound in the 
faith, not giving heed to Jewish fables, and commandments 
of men that turn from the truth.” The persons who op- 
posed Paul at Corinth were also evidently Jews, and so was 
Alexander at Ephesus. 
My object, as | have observed already, does not require 
that 1 should enter very minutely into the history of the 
Gnostics. | shall therefore only give an outline of their 
system ; but this will contain a view of all their distinguish- 
ing tenets, shewing the dependence they had on each other, 
and especially their influence with respect to Christianity, 
as it was held: by those who were not Gnostics, and as it 
continues to be held by many to this day. ‘To each article, 
I shall likewise subjoin a view of each tenet as it may be 
inferred from the New Testament, that no doubt may be 
entertained of these being the very heretics alluded to there, 
and of course of their being the only heretics in that age; 
which is an article of great importance in my general argu- 
ment. . 
- It seems probable, that Gnosticism was in a great measure 
repressed by the writings of the apostles, as we do not find 
that the Gnostics made any great figure from that time till 
the reign of Adrian, when several distinguished teachers of 
that doctrine made their appearance; as Cerdon, who is said 
by Eusebius, to have been of the school of Simon,* and to 
have appeared in the time of Hyginus, the ninth bishop 
of Rome from the time of the apostles, Marcion of Pontus, 
who succeeded him, and who was living in the time of 
Justin Martyr; + but especially Basilides of Alexandria, and 
Valentinus, the most celebrated of them all, and whose fol- 
lowers were the most numerous in the time of Tertullian, 
_and continued to be so till the time of Manes, who was after 


* Kepdwy τις ἀπὸ τῶν wept τὸν Σιμωνα τὰς αφορμας λαϑων, καὶ επιδημησας ev τῇ Ῥωμῃ 
em Ὕγινβ ἐνατὸν KAnpoy τῆς εἐπισκοπικὴς διαδοχῆς ἀπὸ των Ἀποςόλων ἔχοντος, εδιδαξε τὸν ὕπο 
τ νομϑ καὶ πτροφητων pre oh Θεὸν, μὴ εἰναι Πατερα re υριϑ ἥμων Ince Xoice. Τὸν 
μὲν yao γνωριζεσδαι" τὸν δὲ ἀγνωτον εἰναι. Kar τὸν μὲν δικαιον" τὸν δὲ ayadov ὕπαρχειν». 
Διαδεξαμενος δὲ αὐτὸν Μαρκιὼν 6 ἸΠοντικος, quéqce το διδασκαλεῖον, απηρυσριώσμενως βλασ- 
ἐϑημων.. Hist. L. iv. C. xi. p. 155. (P.) 

+ Mapxiwva δὲ τινα, Ποντικὸν, ὃς. καὶ νυν ets est διδασκων τὸς τειδομενθς, αλλον τινὰ 
νομίζειν μείζονα Te Syusepye Seov. ‘Os κατὰ way γενῶ» ανϑρωπων, δια τῆς των δαιμόνων 
συλληψεως, πολλὲς πεποίηκε βλασφημίας λέγειν. Apol. 1. p. 48. (P.) 

_t “ Valentiniani frequentissimum plane collegium inter hzereticos.” Adv. Valen- 
tintanos, Sect. i. p. 250. (P.) 
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the Council of Nice. From that time his system, called the 
Manichean, was the most predominant. 

It should seem, however, that the preceding Gnostic 
systems had been in some measure repressed before the 
Council of Nice, but that they revived about the same time 
that Manes appeared. For Theodoret speaks of the heresies 
of Marcion, Valentinus, Manes, and other Docete, as being 
revived in his time.** Theodoret speaks of “ about a thou- 
sand Marcionites converted in his diocese ;” and “ the great 
number of books published” against them in the second 
century, shews, as Dr. Lardner observes, ‘‘ the prevalence 
of this doctrine ” + ; 

Gnosticism prevailed most in the East; for the principles 
of it were more agreeable to those of the orjental philosophy, 
which was, in several respects, different from that of Plato, 
which prevailed more in the West; though Egypt, where 
Piatonism prevailed as much as in any place whatever, was 
likewise distinguished by giving rise to some very eminent 
Gnostics. Rome, it is observed, was more free from Gnos- 
ticism than most other places. It is said, however, by 
#piphanius, to have been introduced there in the time of 
Anicetus.+ 

The principles of this system, whatever we may think of 
it at present, must have been exceedingly captivating at the 
time of their publication, as many excellent men were much 
taken with them, This was the case with Epiphanius,§ 
with the father of Gregory Nazianzen,|| and the famous 
Austin who is well known to have beena Manichean. I 
shali now proceed to mark the distinguishing features of the 
Gnostics; and this is so uniformly done by all the writers 
who mention them, that there is no danger of mistaking 
them for those of any other sect whatever. 


* “Ox yap τὴν Mapuiwvoc, καὶ Barevtiva, καὶ Μανητος, καὶ τῶν αἀλλων Δοκίτων αὐρεσιν 
ἐπὶ Ta πσάροντος ἀνάνεϑμενοι, δυσχεραίνοντες ὅτι τὴν αὐρεσιν αὐτῶν ἀντικρυς ςηλιτευομεν. 
Ep. Ixxxii. Opera, ΠΠ1. p.955. (Ρ.) 

+ History of Heretics, p. 210. (P.) Works, IX. p. 367. 

1 Ev χρόνοις Avinnte ἡ ποροδεδηλωμενη Μαρκελλινώ ev Ῥωμῃ yevouevy, τὴν λυμὴν τῆς 
Kapmoxpa διδασκαλιας ἐξεμεσασα τόλλὲς τῶν εκεισε λυμηναμενὴ ἡφανισε καὶ Envey γέγονεν 
ἡ ἀρχὴ Γνωςίκων τῶν καλϑμενων. Heer. xxvii. I. p.107. (P.) 

§ Her. xxvi. I. p. 99. (P.) ||. Orat. xix. Opera, p. 297. (P.) 
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SECTION I. 
Of the Pride of the Gnostics. 


As the Gnostics were generally persons of education, and 
addicted to the study of philosophy, the most conspicuous 
feature in their general character, was their pride, their con- 
tempt of the vulgar, and of their opinions, boasting of their 
own knowledge, and being proud of their superiority to 
others. They represented their institution as more refined 
than that of other Christians, and pretended to a degree of 
perfection which other Christians did not claim. This 
feature is equally marked by the christian fathers, and the 
apostles ; and it will be seen, in its proper place, that, in 
Opposition to them, the Unitarian Christians were considered 
as weak and simple people, in all respects the very reverse 
of the Gnostics. 

Irenzeus says, that the Gnostics pretended to perfection, 
and called themselves spiritual ;* and he says, that they 
called the orthodox ψυχίικοι, carnal.t Clemens Alexandrinus 
also speaks of the Gnostics “as pretending to perfection, 
boasting of more knowledge than the apostles; whereas Paul 
himself says, that he had not yet attained, nor was already 
perfect.” t But Ihave no occasion to quote many autho- 
rities for a circumstance which marks the Gnostics where- 
ever they appear; and it is equally evident, that there were 
teachers of Christianity pretending to the same superiority 
of knowledge and perfection in the time of the apostles. 

The first certain evidence of the existence of the Gnostic 
doctrine in the Christian church is at the time of Paul’s 
writing his first epistle to the Corinthians, which was pro- 
bably in the year 56; and the false teachers of that place are 
distinctly marked by the apostles for their pride, conceit, 
and high pretensions to wisdom. In opposition to their 
pretended deep knowledge, the apostle says, 1 Cor. i. 18, 
‘¢ The preaching of the cross is to them that perish, foolish- 
ness ; but unto us which are saved, it is the power of God.” 
Ch. iii. 18: ‘ Let no man deceive himself. If any man 


* « Plurimi autem et contemptores facti, quasi jam perfecti, sine reverentia, et in 
contemptu viventes, semetipsos spiritales vocant, et se nosse jam dicunt eum qui sit 
intra pleroma ipsorum refrigerii locum.” L. iii. C. xv. p.237. (P.) 

Ἷ Asa tate ev ἧμας ψυχικδς ονομαζεσι. ἴ,. 1. Ὁ. 1. p. 32. CP.) 

T Ἐμοι δὲ καὶ ϑαυμαζειν ἐπεισιν." ὅπως σῴας τελειδς τινες τολμώσι Kaew καὶ γνωςίκες 
ὑπὲρ τὸν Ἀπος-ολον povavres, φυσίδμενοι τε Kas φρυαττομενοι" αὐτϑ ὅμολογοντος τὸ Παυλο 
περι tava, ax’ drs δὴ chabor, ἡ ηδη τετελείωμαι. Peed. L. 1. C. vi. p. 107. (P.) 
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among you seemeth to be wise in this world, let him become 
a fool, that he may be wise.” He seems to allude to their 
pretended spirituality and refinement, when he says, ver. 1, 
“61 could not speak unto you as unto spiritual, but as unto 
carnal, even as unto babes in Christ.” He likewise speaks 
ironically of their pretensions to wisdom: iv. 10, ‘* We 
are fools for Christ’s sake, but ye are wise in Christ ;” and 
x. 15, “41 speak as to wise men: judge ye what 1 say.” 
That they were Gnostics who corrupted the gospel at 
Corinth, is evident from the fifteenth chapter of this epistle, 
where it appears, that they explained away the doctrine of 
the resurrection. 

These teachers are distinguished by the same features at 
Ephesus not long after this, as we find, 1 Tim. vi. 3, 4: “If 
any man teach otherwise, and consent not to wholesome 
words, even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ, and to the 
doctrine which is according to godliness, he is proud, know- 
ing nothing, but doting about questions and strifes of words,” 
&c. In the epistle to the Colossians, ii. 18, the apostle 
cautions the Christians against those who intruded into things 
which they had not seen, being vainly puffed up by their fleshly 
minds, which could be no other than the same description of 
men. It is also probable that they were the same persons 
that the apostle James alluded to, ii. 13: ‘* Who is a wise 
man, and endued with knowledge amongst you; let him 
shew, out of a good conversation, his works with meekness 
of wisdom.” Let us now see what kind of knowledge these 
Gnostics had to be so proud of. 


SECTION 1. 


Tenets of the Gnostics.—Of the Origin of Evil, and the 
Doctrine of Aions. 


Axt the Gnostics were persuaded, that evi/ had some 
other cause than the Supreme Being, but, perhaps, none of 
them before Manes held that it arose from a principle abso- 
lutely independent of him. Bardesanes maintained that evil 
was not made by God.* Marcion, Cerdon and Manes, all 
held that the devil and demons were unbegotten.t Valen- 


* Aromoy ἥγθμαι To λέγειν ὕμας τὸ κακὸν ὑπο Ts Oce yeyeryoNas. Ὃ Θεὸς yap κακὼν 
αναιτίίθ». Origen Contra Marcionitas, pp. 70, 71. (P.) 

+ Toy δὲ διαδολον καὶ τὸς ὑπ᾽ ἐκεινῳ τελδντὰς δαίμονας, κατὰ τὸς Μαρκίωνος, καὶ Kepdoyoc, 
καὶ τὸς Μανεντος putas, ex ὥγεννητδς eas φῶμεν. Theodoret, Her. Fab. L. v. C. vilis 
IV. p. 268. (P.) 
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tinus held that matter was self-existent, and the cause of 
evil.* 

But the great boast of the Gnosties was their profound and 
intricate doctrine concerning the derivation of various intel- 
ligences from the supreme mind, which they thought to be 
done by emanation or efflux. And as these were equally 
capable of producing other intelligences in the same manner, 
and some of them were male and others female, there was 
room for endless combinations of them; so that the genea- 
logy of these intelligences, or eons, as they were called, must 
have been a very intricate business. ; 

Basilides held that. the unbegotten produced nous, that 
logos was produced (or prolated) from nous, that phronesis 
(that is, thought) came from logos; from phronesis came 
wisdom and power, and from these, angels and archangels, 
and that these made the heavens.t Marcion was the first 
who said that there were three gods; + meaning, perhaps, 
the three gods of Simon above-mentioned, viz. the Supreme 
Being, him that made the world, and him that gave the law. 
For I do not find that any of those who believed that there 
was another maker of the world besides the Supreme Being, 
thought that there was any other evil being, or devil, distinct 
from him; it being imagined that, upon either hypothesis, 
the origin of evil, which was the problem to be resolved by 
all these schemes, was sufficiently accounted for. 

The Gnostics also held that these superior intelligences 
might occasionally come in the form of men, to instruct the 
world. Such they imagined Christ to have been. Simon 
Magus pretended to be one of these great powers ; and, it is 
said, that Manes maintained that he was the Paraclete pro- 
mised by Christ. § 

The most complicated system of eons is that of Valenti- 
nus, of which we have a particular account in Ireneus, from 
which his editor, Grabe, has drawn out a distinct table, 
which he has inserted in his edition of Irenzus. ἡ 


* Asomep εδοξεν μοι, συνυπαρχειν Te αὐτῳ, ὦ τϑνομα ὕλη" εξ ἧς τὰ ovra εἐδημιθργήσε, τεχνή 
cab διακρινας, καὶ διακοσμήσας κάλως, εξ ἧς και τὰ KaKa εἰναι δοκει. Origen, Contra 

arcionitas, p. 88. (P.) 

t Eqnce yap tov ἀγεννήτον vey τῦρωτον γεννήσαι, ex δὲ Te vous τροβληδηναι τὸν λογὸν, 
φρονησιν de amo Ta Avye, απὸ δὲ τῆς φρονησεως σοφιαν καὶ δυνάμιν, εκ δὲ TETWY ἀγγελες και 
Πρ Ύνλες" rete δὲ δημιεργησαι τὸν epavov. ‘Theodoret, Heer. Fab. L. i. Sect. ἵν, 
IV. p. 194. (P.) 

aie yap Μαρκιων 6 αϑεωτατος, ὃ πρωτὸς τρεις Seas εἰπων. Cyrilli. Jer. Cat. xvi. 
p- 226. (P.) . 

§ Ὁ δὲ δυσσεξης Μανης, ἑαυτὸν εἰναι. τὸν ὕπο Xpice weuprevta wapaxdytov every 
ἐτόλμησεν. Ibid. (P.) 
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As it is no where said that Valentinus, or Basilides, or, 
indeed, any of the earlier Gnostics whose names have come 
down to us, were the original inventors of the system of 
zeons, it may be concluded to be a part of the ancient orien- 
tal philosophy, and therefore to have existed long before the 
age of the apostles. It may be presumed, at least, that, in 
some form or other, it was held by the Gnostics of their time, 
and that these were the endless genealogies of which Paul 
makes such frequent mention, as idle and vain; and, indeed, 
nothing could be more so than the doctrine of the intricate 
relations that these zons bore to each other. The genealo- 
gies of particular Jewish families could never have furnished 
any cause of dispute or inquiry to the Gentile Christians at 
Ephesus, and other places, where we read of there being dis- 
turbances on account of these things. But the genealogies 
of the Gnostic eons made a considerable part of a general 
system of faith, very capable of deeply interesting those who 
gave much attention to them. 

The passages in the New Testament, in which mention is 
made of these fabulous genealogies, are the following, 1 Tim. 
i. 3, 4: “ I besought thee to abide still at Ephesus, when I 
went into Macedonia, that thou mightest charge some that 
they teach.no other doctrine, neither give heed to fables, and 
endless genealogies, which minister questions, rather than 
godly edifying, which is in faith’? Ch. iv. 6,7: “ If thou 
put the brethren in remembrance of these things, thou shalt 
be a good minister of Jesus Christ, nourished up in the 
words of faith, and of good doctrine, whereunto thou hast 
attained ; but refuse profane and old-wives fables.” Ch. v1. 
20:- “Ὁ Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust, 
avoiding profane and vain babbling, and oppositions of 
science falsely so called?” 2 Tim. ii. 1E—18: “ Study to 
shew thyself approved unto God, a workman that needeth 
not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of truth; but 
shun profane and vain babblings, for they will increase 
unto more ungodliness. And their word will eat as does a 
canker, of whom is Hymenzus and Philetus, who concern- 
ing the truth have erred, saying, that the resurrection is past 
already, and overthrow the faith of some.” 

As the persons here described were most evidently 
Gnostics, it is almost impossible not to conclude that 
the profane and vain babblings, synonymous no doubt 
to the fables and endless genealogies, were some part of 
the Gnostic system; and in this there is nothing to which 
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they can be imagined to correspond beside that of the eons, 
It is, no doubt, the same thing to which the apostles alludes, 
2 Tim. ii. 23: ‘* But foolish and unlearned questions avoid; 
knowing that they do gender strifes.” Tit. 111. 9, 10: * But 
avoid foolish questions and ealogies, and contentions, 
and strivings about the law, “fer they are unprofitable and 
vain. A man that is a heretic after the first and second 
admonition, reject.” The Gnostics, as will be shewn here- 
after, were the only heretics of that age ; and therefore the 
genealogies here mentioned must have been some part of 
their system. 

It is probable, that the apostle Paul might allude to the 
great respect paid to these invisible eons, by what he says, 
Col. 11. 18, of the ““ worshipping of angels,” and “ intruding 
into those things which ὦ man hath not seen, vainly puffed 
up in his fleshly mind,” as the last circumstance evidently 
marks the Gnostics. And as they pretended to great spiri- 
tuality and dislike of the flesh, the apostle might intend a 
farther rebuke to them by insinuating that their minds were 
fleshly. — 

Lastly, it is possible that the apostle Peter might allude to 
these idle Gnostic fables, when he said, 2 Pet. i. 16, ““ We 
have not followed cunningly-devised fables,” &c. 


SECTION III. 
The Doetrine of the Gnostics concerning the Soul. 


THERE was something peculiar in the doctrine of the 
Gnostics, with respect tothe soul. As it was a fundamental 
principle with all the ancients, that there could be no proper 
creation, and consequently that souls, not being material, 
nor yet created out of nothing, were either parts detached 
from the soul of the universe, or emanations from the divine 
mind, this doctrine was held by the Gnostics. And as some 
men are vicious and others virtuous, it was supposed that 
their souls had two different origins, and were therefore good 
or bad by nature, the good having sprung from the divine 
mind, mediately, or immediately, and the bad having had 
some other origin, the same from which every thing evil was 
supposed tohavesprung. They likewise held that the future 
fates of men depended upon their original nature. Saturninus, 
Theodoret says, held that ““ there were two kinds of souls, 
the one good, and the other bad ; and that they had this dif- 
ference from nature, and that as the evil demon assisted the 
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bad, so the Saviour came to assist the good.”* Origen says, 
that the disciples of Basilides and Valentinus, held that 
** there is a kind of souls that are always saved, and never 
perish, and others that always perish, and are never saved.” f 
He also says, that ““ Marcion introduced different kinds of 
souls.”+ This doctrine of original difference of souls, is 
likewise well known to have been part of the Manichean 
system ; and therefore a considerable topic of argument with 
Austin, and others who wrote against the Manicheans, is, to 
prove that men are not wicked by nature, but from the 
abuse of free-will. On this subject Austin, who wrote 
against the Manicheans in the early part of his life, advanced 
many excellent things in favour of free-will, and the natural 
power of man to do good and evil, which he contradicted 
when he afterwards wrote against the Pelagians. We find 
this doctrine of fate ascribed to Simon in the Recognitions. § 

As the Gnostics were always ready to allege the Scriptures 
in support of their doctrines, they pretended to have an 
authority in them even for this part of their system; for 
Cyril of Jerusalem says, that ““ some inferred from John, 
(1 Ep. i. 10,) ‘ By this we know the children of God, and 
the children of the devil, that some men were to be saved, 
and others to be damned by nature. But this holy sonship,” 
he says, ‘“‘ we arrive at, not from necessity, but choice. 
Neither,” adds he, ‘‘ was Judas, the traitor, the son of the 
devil, or destruction, by nature.”’|| 

As these Gnostics held that the souls of all good men were 
derived from the divine mind, they could have no difficulty 
in admitting that Christ, whom they supposed to be one of 
the greater zeons, was of the same substance with the Father. 
Accordingly, Beausobre observes, that, on this principle, 


* Avw τῶν ανρωπων sivas λέγει διαφορᾶς, καὶ TRS μεν εἰνῶι aryases, τὸς δὲ wovnpss, και 
ταυῆην ev φυσει τὴν διωφοραν εἰληφεναι" τῶν Se wovnpwy δαιμόνων τοις τσονήροις συμπρῶτ- 
7όνΊων, nave, φῆσιν, ὃ Σωΐηρ ἐπαμύναι τοῖς ayartoc. Heer. Fab. πὰ Corin 
p. 104. (P.) 

+ “ Nescio quomodo qui de schola Valentina et Basilidis veniunt, heec ita ἃ Paulo 
dicta non audientes, putent esse naturam animarum que semper salva sit, et nun- 
quam eee et aliam qua semper pereat et nunquam salvetur.” In Rom. Opera, 
IL p.596. (P.) 

ye Marcion tamen, et omnes qui diversis figmentis varias introducunt animarum 
naturas.” Ibid. p. 479. (P.) : , ἷ 

§ ““Ετ Simon nescio inquit si vel hoc ipsum sciam. Unusquisque enim sicut ei 
fato decernitur vel sapit aliquid, vel intelligit, vel patitur.” LL. iii. C. xxii. p, 523. 


|| Ov yap ἀνεξομεῖδα τῶν Κακῶς εἰδλωμιβανόν]ων τὸ εἰρήμενον exervo τὸ ex τεῖβ γινώσκομεν 
τα Texva Te Θεβ, καὶ τὰ Texva Ta Siabors, ὡς ονῆων φυσει τινων, Kat σωζομένων καὶ ὠἴσολ- 
λυμένων εν avTpwmoss ale yap ἐπανάγκες, αλλ᾽ εκ τυροαιρεσεως εἰς τὴν τοιαυην ἁγιῶν 
VioYeriay eoyomedat ε7ε ἐκ ᾧφυσεώς ¢ προδοῆης, ἴβδας, vioc ἣν diabors καὶ ἀπωλείας. 
Cat. vii. p. 108. (P.) 
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they escaped all censure at the Council of Nice. They even 
used the famous term (6uosc10g) consubstantial, with respect 
to the human soul; in opposition to which principle Theo- 
doret says, ‘The soul is not consubstantial with God, 
as the wicked Marcionites hold, but was created out of 
nothing.” * p 

This doctrine concerning the soul seems to have been 
peculiar to the Gentile Gnostics. The Jewish Gnostics do 
not appear ever to have departed from their proper principles, 
so far as to suppose that any souls had a proper divine origin ; 
but either thought that they were created out of nothing, or, 
if they were so far philosophers as to deny this, they would 
probably say, with some others, that they were only the 
breath of God, and not any proper part of his substance. 
Accordingly, we do not find any allusion to this doctrine, of 
two kinds of souls, in the apostolical writings, 


SECTION IV. 


The Doctrine of the Gnostics concerning the Maker of the 
World, and the Author of the Jewish Dispensation. 


ANOTHER article which was probably peculiar to the 
Gentile Gnostics, and which makes the greatest figure in 
their history, is, that the Supreme Being, the Father of Jesus 
Christ, was not the maker of the world, or the author of the 
Jewish dispensation ; for that these were derived from some 
inferior and malevolent being. This was the distinguishing 
tenet of all the celebrated Gnostics who arose about the time 
of Adrian ; and as they derived their principles not from 
Platonism, but from the oriental philosophy, Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, speaking of them in general, says, ‘* The heresies, 
which are according to a barbarous philosophy, though they 
teach one God, and sing hymns to Christ, do it in pretence 
only, and not in truth; for they have invented another 
God, and shew another Christ, than him who is announced 
by the prophets.”+ Again, he says, ‘‘ Some pretend that 
the Lord,” meaning the God of the Old Testament, ‘ could 


* Ov yao xala tov δυσσεξεος Μαρκίωνος λογὸν ouoacios ecivy ψυχή Te τρεποιηκοῖος Ges, 
αλλ᾽ ex μὴ ονῆων exlioen. Heer. Fab. L. v. C. v. Opera, IV. p. 264, (P.) 

+ Διόπερ, ὧι kala τὴν Bapbapoy φιλοσοφιαν aspereic, κῶν Θεὸν Keywou Eva, Kav Xpicov 
ὑμνωδι, kala περιληψιν heyerw, @ Wposarndeay’ array Te yap Seoy wapevpioners, καὶ 
τον χριςον Βχ ὡς δι προφηαι wapadideacw εκδεχονῖαι. Strom, L. vi. p, 675. 

Porphyry in his life of Plotinus, speaking of the Christians, and the heretics, says, 
that the latter were of the old philosophy. “Γεγόνασι δὲ κατ᾽ aviov των Χριφιανων 
πόλλοι μὲν καὶ ὥλλοι arpelinor Be εκ THs Waraias pidocodias ἀνηγμενοι, (P.) 
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not be a good being, on account of the rod, the threatening, 
and the ἔραν," ἘΞ meaning his justice and severity. And 
Tertullian says, they deny that God, meaning the Supreme 
Being, is to be feared. | 

According to the Gnostics, the god of the Jews was so far 
from being a good being, or in any respect subservient to the 
designs of the Supreme Being, that he was at open variance 
with him; so that the true God was obliged to take measures 
in order to counteract his designs, Saturninus says, that 
“the Father of Christ, willing to destroy the god of the 
other angels, and of the Jews, sent Christ into the world, 
for the salvation of those who were to believe on him.”t 
Basilides said, that “ the god of the Jews, willing to reduce 
all nations to his power, and opposing other principalities, 
the Supreme Being seeing this, sent his first-born nous, 
whom he called Christ, to save those who believed on him.”§ 
Valentinus said, that ‘* the true God was not known till our 
Saviour announced him ;”|| and Eusebius informs us, that 
* Cerdon, of the school of Simon, coming to Rome in the 
time of Hyginus, the ninth bishop from the time of the 
apostles, taught that the God who was preached in the law 
and the prophets was not the father of our Lord Jesus Christ ; 
for that the one was known, the other unknown; the one 
was just, the other good. He was succeeded by Marcion of 
Pontus, who increased the school, blaspheming without 
blushing.” | OfMarcion, Justin Martyr says, that “ he was 
living in his time, teaching his followers that there is a god 
greater than he that made the world, who is every where, by 
the instigation of the demon, teaching many blasphemies.” ** 
It was on account of the Gnostics reviling the maker of the. 
world, whom the other Christians justly considered as the 
true God, that they are so generally charged with blasphemy ; 
so that in those early ages, a heretic, a blasphemer, and a 
Gnostic, were synonymous terms. 

Contradictory as these principles manifestly are to those 


* ENTAYOA επιφυονῆαι τινες, εκ ayartoy evar φάμενοι τὸν Κυριον dia τὴν ραδδον, καὶ 
τὴν ἀπειλὴν, καὶ τὸν φοῦον. Ped. L. 1. C. viii. p. 118. (P.) 

+ “ Negant Deum timendum.” De Prescrip. Sect. xliii. p. 918. (}.) 

1 Τὸν Πα7ερα φησι τὸ Xgice, καϊαλυσαι βελομενον μεῖα των αλλων ἀγγελων καὶ τὸν 
τῶν Ἰβδαιων Seov, ὡποςειλαι τὸν Χριςον εἰς τὸν κόσμον em σωηρια τῶν εἰς avioy πις"ευονων 
ανϑρωπων. “Theodoret, Heer. Fab. L. i. C. iii. IV. p. 194. (Ρ.) 

§ Βουληδενι δὲ tel@ τοῖς οἰκείοις amavia vrolaka: τὰ εὔνη, τὸς αλλὲς ἀρχονῖας avit- 
πραξασθαι, tov Se ὠγεννηῖον ταυΐα Jewpevoy Tov wowloyovey avie vey amos εἰλῶι, ὃν καὶ 
Χριςον προσηγόρευσεν, wre σωσαι τὰς πίιςευσαι woocupeueves. Ibid. 1.. 1. C. iv. 1V. 

- 105. (Ὁ. 
4 Ι Ἐπ εν, τοις Wao Wo τῆς τ Kpiss πιαρδσιας. Treneeus, L. i. C. xvi. p. 85. (P.) 

4 See supra, p. 77, Note.* ** See Ibid. Note Ὁ. 
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of the Scriptures, the Gnostics were not sensible of it, and 
even did not scruple to argue from them. Marcion argued 
from its being said, that ‘ no man knows the Father but the 
Son,’ that Christ preached a God who had not been known 
either to the Jews by revelation, or to the Gentiles by na- 
ture.”* He also alleged in support of his doctrine con- 
cerning the author of the Jewish dispensation, Paul’s saying, 
(Gal. iii. 13,) ““ Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of 
the law.”+ According to Austin, the Manicheans said, that 
“ἢ Old and New Testament contradicted each other, by 
the former ascribing the creation to God the Father, and the 
latter to Christ.” t 

To these arguments the Catholic Christians found no 
difficulty in making very satisfactory replies, especially from 
our Saviour’s acknowledging the God of the Jews to be his 
Father, as in John viii. 54: ‘ Jesus answered, if I honour 
myself, my honour is nothing. It is my Father that 
honoureth me, of whom ye say that he is your God.” 

Even the Platonic philosophers were much offended at 
this part of the Gnostic system, because, in order to prove 
that the world was not made by the supreme and essentially 
good Being, they represented it as abounding with all evil, 
and took pleasure in vilifying it. Plotinus wrote a tract 
against the Gnostics, in which he speaks of the world as 
exhibiting marks of goodness. He says, ‘it is not to be 
admitted that this world is a bad one, because there are many 
disagreeable things in it.”§ Though, according to the prin- 
ciples of Platonism, the world was made of matter, and men 
and animals were not miade by the Supreme Being himself, 
they were, however, made by his direction, and with a great 
mixture of good in them ; whereas the Gnostics held, that the 
world was not only made of bad and intractable materials, but 


* « Sed, nemo scit qui sit Pater, nisi Filius; et qui sit Filius, nisi Pater, et cui- 
eunque Filius revelaverit. Atque ita Christus ignotum Deum preedicavit: Hine 
enim et alii hzretici fulciuntur, opponentes creatorem omnibus notum; et Israeli, 
secundum familiaritatem; et nationibus, secundam naturam.” Tertullian Adv. 
Marcionitas, L. iv. Sect. xxv. p. 441. (P.) 

+ “ Christus nos redemit de maledicto legis. Subrepit in hoc loco Marcion de 
potestate creatoris, quem sanguinarium, crudelem infamat, et vindicem, asserens 
nos redemptos esse per Christum, qui alterius boni Dei filius sit.” Jerom. In 
Gal. C. ii. VI. p. 184. (P.) 

t “* Hoe capitulum legis adversum esse evangelio stultissimi Manichei arbi- 
trantur ; dicentes in Genesi scriptum esse, quod Deus per seipsum fecerit ccelum et 
terram, in evangelio autem scriptum esse per dominum nostrum Jesum Christum 
fabricatum esse mundum; ubidictum est, et mundus per ipsum factus est.’ Contra 
Adimantum, VI. p. 174. (P.) 

§ Ov δὲ τὸ κακως yeyovevas τὸν De τὸν κοσμον δοίεον, TH πολλὰ civas ev aviw δυοχερη. 


En. ii, L. ix. C. iv. p. 202. (P.) 
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also by a being of a bad disposition. The Gnostics, whom 
the apostle Paul had to do with, did not hold this principle 
with respect to the maker of the world. They were Jews, 
who believed as other Jews did in this respect, and they held 
the law of Moses in the greatest possible veneration. 

It appears to me, that the Gnostics had advanced so many 
specious arguments to prove that the Supreme Being himself 
was not the immediate maker of the world, and the author of 
the Jewish dispensation, that the orthodox Christians were 
staggered by them, and so far conceded to their adversaries, 
as to allow that the Being who made the world, and who ap- 
peared to the patriarchs and the prophets, was not the Supreme 
God himself. On this account they might be the more 
readily induced to adopt the principles of the Platonists, and 
of Philo, who said that the world was made, and that the 
law was given, by the dzwme logos personified. This being 
the Son of God, they said he must be the same with Christ. 
In fact, the orthodox used many of the same arguments with 
the Gnostics, to prove that the Supreme Being was not the 
person who spake to the patriarchs. Thus they alleged the 
same texts to prove that he who had intercourse with Abra- 
ham, &c. was not the Supreme Being himself, but one 
different from him. 

In some part of Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho, one might 
imagine that Justin had been a Gnostic, and Trypho a 
Unitarian Christian. Trypho says, ‘‘ Prove to me first that 
there is another God besides the maker of all things.”* 
Justin answered, “ I will endeavour to shew you, from the 
Scriptures, that there is another God and Lord, and one who 
is so called, besides the maker of all things.” This is 
precisely what a Gnostic would have said. But he proceeds 
to speak of this second god as the messenger of the true God, 
which the Gnostics would not have done. “ He is also,” 
says he, “ called an angel, on account of his informing men 
of what he that made all things, above whom there is no God, 
wills that he should inform them.” Τ 


* Awoxpwe ev μοι wpolepoy was ἔχεις αποδειξαι Gls καὶ wAA@s Θεὸς wape τὸν woinlyy 
τῶν ὅλων. Dial. p. 2398. (P.) μ 

+ Αλεγω πειράσομαι ὑμας ππεισαι, νοησανῖας τας γραῴας, δῖ. eos και λεγεῖαι Θεὸς καὶ 
Kugi@y ἕ]ερί(θ).» ὑπερ τὸν arovnlny των orwy, ὃς και altyehos καλειῆαι, Oia, τὸ ἃ Πγελλειν τοῖς 
«νϑρωποις ὁσαπερ βελεῖαι αὐυῖοις αἴγειλαι ὁ τῶν ὁλων τοριηης, ὑπερ ον αλλίθ» Θεὸς ex εςι. 
Ibid. p. 949. See Thirlby’s note on the place. (P.) “ Hane veram lectionem 
esse non posse, et res ipsa demonstrat, et, nequis ὑπερ interpretur preter, que 
mox sequuntur in hac periodo, nisi eredas Jurtinum et esse et non esse alium 
Deum ὑπερ τὸν ποιητὴν τῶν choy uno spiritu dicere potuisse. Wolfius itaque legit 
mreept, &e.” Thirlby, Ibid. ἡ 
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SECTION V. 
The Doctrine of the Gnostics concerning the Person of Christ. 


Tue principles of the Gnosties which I have occasion to 
consider most particularly, are those which relate to the per- 
son of Christ. Their aversion to every thing that bore the 
name, and had the properties of matter, was such, that they 
could not think well of any thing that was material. Ac- 
cordingly, besides supposing that the being who was properly 
entitled to the appellation of the Christ, or the messenger of 
God to man, wasa super-angelic spirit, who had pre-existed, 
and was sent to make his appearance among men, all of 
them would not admit that what he did assume, as necessary 
to his manifestation, was a proper human body, consisting 
of real flesh and blood, but something that had only the ex- 
ternal appearance of one, and that it was incapable of passion, 
and of the sufferings and pain of a real human body. This 
was so much a general opinion among them, that it is com- 
monly ascribed to them all; so that Epiphanius says, “ the 
Gnostics say that Jesus was not born of Mary, but only 
exhibited by her, and that he did not take flesh except in 
appearance.” * 

As it was an opinion of the Gnostics that Christ had no 
proper human body, of course they could not believe that 
Mary had a proper child-birth ; for they said that, on inspec- 
tion, she was found to be a virgin after the delivery, which 
Clemens Alexandrinus observes.t And as they supposed 
this phantom in the human form could not suffer,’ or die, 
Novatian says, that ““ both the birth and the death of Christ 
are confutations of them.” ἢ 

The opinion, however, that the body of Jesus was only 
the semblance of a proper human body, was not universal 
among the Gnostics. For the Cerinthians and Carpocratians 
believed that Jesus was not only a man, born as other men 
are, but also the proper offspring of Joseph as well as of 
Mary, and that he continued to be nothing more than any 


* My εἰναι de aviov aro Μαριᾶς γεγενήμενον, arhra δια Macias δεδειγμενον. Laoxa de 
cvloy μη εἰληφεναι, GAD ἡ μόνον δοκησιν εἰναι. Heer. xxvi. p.91. (P.) 
AAW’ ὡς εοικεν τοῖς ππόλλοις, καὶ μέχρι νὺν δόκει. ἡ Μαριαμ Acyo εἰναι, δια τὴν Te 
waidie γενησιν, eK aca λεχω" καὶ yap ela To Tene αὐΐην μαιωδεισαν, φασι τινες, wap- 
evoy evpeSyvasr. Strom. vii. p. 756. 
This notion was afterwards adopted by the Catholics; but Clemens Alexandrinus 
evidently ascribes it to the Gnostics.  (P:) 
} “ Omnes enim istos et natiyitas Domini et mors ipsa confutat.” C. x. p.3). (P.) 
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other man till his baptism, when the Cerinthians said that 
a super-angelic spirit, which alone they called the Christ, 
came into him.* 

I shall proceed to mention the opinions of other Gnostics 
concerning the body of Jesus, which, though various, agree 
in this, that Jesus was not the Christ, and shew an aversion 
to do so much honour to any thing that had proper flesh and 
blood. Bardesanes maintained that Christ had a celestial 
body.t Cerdo also denied that Christ was born of Mary + 
According to Tertullian, “* Marcion denied the birth of 
Christ, that he might deny his flesh; Apelles, his scholar, 
allowed the flesh, but denied the nativity ; and Valentinus 
both admitted the flesh and-nativity, but gave a different 
interpretation to them.”§ By denying the birth of Christ, 
they meant that Jesus derived nothing from his mother, but 
that whatever his body consisted of, it was something that 
only passed through her, as water through a pipe. Accord- 
ingly, Epiphanius says, “Ὁ Valentinus held that the body of 
Christ came from heaven, and took nothing from the Virgin 
Mary.” || It is remarkable, that this very opinion was after- 
wards adopted by Apollinaris, who likewise maintained, with 
the Arians, that Christ had no human soul. 

Christ having no proper human body, could not have the 
proper functions of one; and, accordingly, Valentinus said 
that “ς“ Christ ate and drank in a peculiar manner, not voiding 
excrements.”’ @ With respect to the super-angelic nature of 
Christ, Valentinus held that he was one of the @ons; and, 
according to his genealogies, both Christ and the Holy Spirit 
were the offspring of Monogenes, which came from Logos and 


* Avabey δὲ ex Te ἄνω Ose μεῖα τὸ αδρυνθηναι Inoey τὸν ex σπερμαῖος Iwan nor Maras 
γεγενήμενον κα]εληλυθήναι τὸν Xpicoy εἰς aviov. Epiphanius, Heer. xxviii. 1. p. 110. 

Berovlas μεν Inoey ovlos ἀνῶρωπον eva, ὡς εἰπὸν, Xorcov de ev αὐυΐῳ γεγενησδαι τὸν εξ 
περιτερας κα]αδεβηκοῖα. Heer. iii. [. p. 138. (Ps) 

+ Περι re Xie ect τὸ ζηΐθμενον. Eyo γνωριζομαι ol βρανιον capa ehabe. Origen, 
Contra Marcionitas, p. 105. (P.) 

1 Μὴ εἰναι δὲ τὸν Xpicov γεγεννήμενον ex Μαριας, μήδε ev σᾶρκι wedyvevat, ἀλλα δοκήσει 
ovia, καὶ δοκήσει wepyvola, δοκήσει δὲ Ta ολα «πεποιηκοίω. Lpiphanius, Her. xli. 1. 
p- 300. (P.) 

§ « Marcion, ut carnem Christi negaret, negavit etiam nativitatem; aut ut nati- 
vitatem negaret, negavit et carnem. Scilicet ne invicem sib: testimouium redderent 
et responderent, nativitas et caro: quia nec nativitas sine carne, nec caro sine nati- 
vitate : quasi non eadem licentia hzeretica et ipse potuisset, admissa carne nativita- 
tem negare, ut Apelles discipulus, et postea desertor ipsius; aut carnem et nativitatem 
confessus, aliter illas interpretari, ut condiscipulus et condesertor ejus Valentinus.” 
De Carne Christi, Sect. i. p.307. (P.) 

|| Bact δὲ αγωδεν κα]ανηνοχεναι τὸ σωμᾶ, και ὡς dia σωλῆνος ὕδωρ, dia Mapas τῆς 
wapseve διεληλυσηναι" μηδὲν Oe ἀπὸ τῆς Waphennys μηΐρας εἰλήψεναι, αλλα ἀνωΐδὲν τὸ 
σωμα εχειν. Heer. xxxi. I. p.171. (P.) 

4 Παν7α, φησιν, ὕπομεινας, ἐγκραΐης qv, Veolyla Wows etpyatelor qodvey καὶ emivev 
ies, ex amodides ta βρωμαῖα. Clemens Alex. Strom. L. iii. p. 451. (P.) 
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Zoe, as these were the offspring of Nous and Veritas, and 
these of Bythus and Sige.* 

It may be proper to observe, in this place, that those of 
the Gnostics who believed that Christ was the son of Joseph 
as wellas of Mary, must have thought that, antecedent to his 
baptism, he had a human soul, as well asa human body. Their 
Opinion, therefore, concerning him after his baptism, must 
have been similar to that of the orthodox Christians, who 
believed the dogos of the Father to be attached to the man 
Jesus. On the other hand, those Gnosties who thought that 
Christ had no proper human body, but only the appearance 
of one, must have held that he had no intelligent principle 
within him besides the super-angelic spirit which they called 
the Christ. These, therefore, resembled the Arians. And 
as they agreed with them in holding the pre-existence of 
Christ as a great created spirit, not indeed the maker of the 
world, but superior to him that made it, and that this great 
spirit condescended to become incarnate for the salvation of 
men, they were agreed with respect to every sentiment that 
could excite reverence and gratitude. Both the schemes 
had the same object, viz. the exaltation of the personal dig- 
nity of Christ, though a created being, and they had the 
same effect upon the mind. 

It is probable that the Gnostics differed much among them- 
selves with respect to their celestial genealogies ; and these 
being altogether the work of imagination, there was room 
for endless systems on the subject. All that deserves our 
notice is, that, according to them. all, Christ was a pre- 
existent spirit, which had been of high rank before he came 
into the world. 

It appears to me highly probable, that it was in opposition 
to this doctrine of @ons, that John wrote the Introduction to 
his gospel, in which he explains the only proper sense in 
which the terms logos, only-begotten, life, &c. of which the 
Gnostics made such mysteries, ought to be taken ; asserting, 
more especially, that the /ogos, which is spoken of in the 
Scriptures, and the only logos that he acknowledged, was 
the power of God, an attribute of the Father, and therefore 
not to be distinguished from God himself. 

It is possible, however, that John had heard of the doc- 
trine of Philo, who made a second God of the dogos ; and if 
that kind of personification had begun to spread among 
Christians so early as the time of John, it is not impossible 


* Irenzus, L.i. C.i. pp. 7, ἕο. (P.) 
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but that he might, in his usual indirect manner, allude to it. 
In any view, the meaning of the apostle seems to be as fol- 
lows: ‘‘ In the beginning, or before all time, was the logos, 
and the éogos was with, or rather belonged to God, as his 
proper attribute, and therefore was no other than God him- 
self. By this logos, or power of God, all things were made, 
and without it was not any thing made that was made ;” 
agreeably to what the Psalmist says, “ By the word (ogos) 
of the Lord were the heavens made, and all the hosts of them 
by the breath of his mouth ;” God « spake and it was done, 
he commanded and it stood fast ;” and many other passages 
of the same import. ω 

The last of the Gnostics, viz. the Manicheans, thought, 
as others had done before them, that Christ had no real flesh, 
but only the appearance of it ;* but, according to Theophy- 
lact, Manes thought he had a real body till his baptism, 
when he left it in the river Jordan, and took another, which 
had only the appearance of one.t 

Absurd as ‘these notions of the Gnostics are, and dan- 
gerous as we shall find their consequences were, it must not 
be forgotten, that the object of them was to do honour to 
Christ, as the most illustrious messenger of God to man. 
For it was thought that he could not have had that perfec- 
tion of character which was requisite for his high office; if 
his mind had been subject to the influence of common flesh 
and blood. Marcion said, that “ he could not have been 
pure, if he took human flesh.” + 

We find that the Gnostics argued in defence of even this 
part of their system, from the New Testament. For we learn 
from Origen, that some of the heretics endeavoured to prove, 
from Paul’s saying, We are planted in the likeness of Christ’s 
death, that he did not really die, but only had the appear- 
ance of death ;§ and the Marcionites said that, according to 
Paul, Christ was only “ in fashion as a man, and not a man.” || 

No writer in the New Testament opposes this very prin- 

a 

* Toy Χριςον ev capxs yeyovevas 8 βελεῖαι, pavlacua aviov Aeyov εἰναι. Socratis Hist. 
BAC ami. p.55. CPD 

tO: Μανιχαίοι Aeyeow ch τὸ copa avie amedelo ev τῳ Iopdavy, kala paviaciay δὲ 
adro σωμα εδειξεν. In Matt. C.iv. I. p. 20. (P.) 

1 Παλιν Μαρκίιων opa ts φησιν ax ἡδυναῖο ¢ Θεὸς σαρκα avarabov pewar καθαρος. 
Chrysostom, In Eph. vi. 10, X. p. 1188. (P.) 

§ “Sed hoc non intelligentes quidam hereticornm, conati sunt ex hoc apostoli 


loco asserere quod Christus non veré mortuus sit, sed similitudinem mortis habuerit, 
et visus sit magis mori quam veré mortuus sit.” Origen Ad Rom. Opera, II. p. 542. 
P.) . 


i Ide, φησι, καὶ oxnpals, Kas ὡς avSpwmros. Chrysostom, In Phil. ii. Opera, Χ. 
p- 1250. (P.) 
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ciple of the Gnostics concerning the person of Christ, as 
well as their general doctrine that Jesus was not the Christ, 
more plainly, or more earnestly, than John ; and yet we find 
that Valentinus interpreted the Introduction to John’s gospel 
in his favour,* making ἀρχὴ to be a principle different from 
the Father and the same with the monogenes ; and the logos 
different trom the ἀρχη. t 

That the gospels, however, and especially that of John, 
are unfavourable to this principle of the Gnostics, is very 
evident ; and Chrysostom represents it as ‘the first and 
principal reason why Christ is exhibited with all the weak- 
nesses and infirmities of human nature, to prove that he had 
real flesh, and that he meant that all persons who then lived, 
and all who should come after him, should believe that he 
was no apparition, or mere visible appearance, but the truth 
of nature,” + i.e. a real man. 

Christ being so frequently called a man in the gospel his- 
tory, is, on this account, very properly urged by the christian 
fathers, as an argument against this doctrine of the Gnostics. 
Thus, in answer to Valentinus, who held that Christ had a 
kind of spiritual flesh, Tertullian observes, that then he would 
not have been called a man, as he repeatedly is, or have been 
so denominated by himself; as when he said, ““ ye seek to 
kill me, a man, that has told you the truth.”§ This argu- 
ment of Tertullian makes equally against any doctrine that 
supposes Christ to have been, in any respect, different from, 
or more than, another man, and therefore would have carried 
him farther than he intended. Basil says, “ there was no 
occasion for his being born of a virgin, if the flesh which 
was to contain God was not to be of the mass of Adam.”’| 

But the most serious objection to this part of the Gnostic 
system is, that if Christ had not proper flesh and blood, 


* Eki τε Ἰωαννὴν τὸν μαδηΐην re Kupe διδασκεσι τὴν wpwlyyv. Ογδοαδα μεμηνυκεναι 
aviass λεξεσι, λεγονῖες ϑως" Iwavyns, ὃ μαδηης τα Κυριθ, βολομενίθν» εἰπεῖν τὴν των ὁλων 
γένεσιν, Kat ἣν ta wiavla πρροεξαλεν ὃ walnp ἀρχὴν τινα προ]ιδεῖαι το πσρωῦον γεννηδεν 
ὑπο τϑ Θεϑ, ὃν δὲ καὶ ὕιον μονογενὴ καὶ ὅεον, κεκλήκεν, EY ῳ τὰ Wavta ὁ walnp τπροεξαλε 
σπερμαῆικως, ὕπο be Tele φησι τὸν Aoyoy τροδ εξλησδϑαι, &c. Irenzeus, L. i. C. i. p. 39. 

iP 

+ Ibid. See also Epiphanius, Heer. xxxi- I. p. 196. (P.) 

1 Πρωὔη μεν ev alia καὶ weyisn, To σώρκα avioy wegibebAnoTas, και PederTas καὶ τες 
Tole, Kas τὸς μεῖα ταυῖα wiswoacdas Wavlac, ὁ7ι. 8. σκιὰ τις Ec, Bde σχήημα ἀπλως, τὸ 
ὁρώμενον, “AN αληδεια φυσεως. Hom. xxxii. I. p. 408. (P.) 

§ “ Licuit et Valentino ex privilegio hzretico, carnem Christi spiritalem com- 
minisci. Quidvis eam fingere potuit, quisquis humanam credere noluit; quando 
(quod ad omnes dictum est) si humana non fuit, nec ex homine; non video ex qua 
substantia ipse se Christus hominem et filium hominis pronunciarit. ‘* Nunc autem 
Vultis ovcidere hominem, veritatem ad vos loquutum.’” De Carne Christi, Sect. xiv. 
Opera, p. 319. (P.) 

I| Tis Be χρεια τῆς ὡγιας wapbeve, εἰ μὴ εκ Te φυραμαῖος τ Αδαμ ἐμελεν ἡ δεοφορος 
σαρξ προσλάμθανεσϑαι. Ep. Ixy. Opera, ILI. p. 104. (P.) 
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and therefore was not properly a man, he had not the feelings 
of a man, and therefore he is no proper example to us, espe- 
cially in his sufferings and death, with respect to which his 
example is more particularly proposed to us ; and in time of 
persecution this consideration was of the greatest conse- 
quence. As Origen says, ‘‘ If Christ suffered nothing in 
his.death, how can his example be of any use to those who 
suffer for righteousness’ sake, if he only seemed to suffer, 
but really felt nothing δ᾽ Ἐ 

Sometimes, therefore, the whole scheme of Christianity 
is spoken of as defeated by this doctrine of the Gnostics, 
so that they are ranked with unbelievers, merely in conse- 
quence of not believing the reality of Christ’s sufferings and 
death. Thus, in the epistles ascribed to Ignatius, he says, 
ἐς [f, as some atheists, that 1s, unbelievers, say, he suffered 
in appearance only, it being only an appearance, why am I 
bound, why do I glory in fighting with beasts? I die in vain.” + 
Alluding to the same doctrine, he likewise says, “1 endure _ 
all things, he who is a perfect man strengthening me;”f 
meaning, probably, that he strengthened himself by the 
example of Christ. Accordingly, we find that, in general, 
the Gnostics avoided persecution. But before I consider 
their maxims and conduct in this respect, I shall cite what 
we find in the New Testament against the opinion of Christ’s 
not having a real human body. 

In whatever light the apostles saw this doctrine, it is evi- 
dent, that they were much alarmed at it. This is particu- 
larly clear with respect to the apostle John; but Paul seems 
to allude to this tenet of the Gnostics in 2 Cor. xi. 4, where 
he speaks of the false teachers as preaching another Jesus 
than him that he had preached. For in this sense the same 
phrase is used by some of the early christian writers, and 
indeed it does not appear that he could have any other 
meaning ; as in no other sense did any persons ever preach 
what could be called another Jesus. But a Jesus. not con- 
sisting of flesh and blood, or a Jesus whose soul had been a 
super-angelic spirit, was indeed a very different Jesus from 


* Adra κἂὶ εἰ, we pyow 6 Κελσίθ» my? adyewoy τι pent’ avoupoy τῷ Ince wala τὸν 
καιρὸν τεῖον εγιγνεῖο, Dac ἂν δὲ pela Tala wapadeiynal re ὑπομένειν ta δὶ ευσεδειῶν 
ἐπίπόνα ἐδυνανο Yonrac tar Tyce, μη ὠάδονῖ]ι μὲν τὰ ἀν ρωπινῶ, μόνον δὲ δοξανῇ, τσεῆῖον- 
Sever; Ad. Cels. L.ii. po 77. (P.) 

+ Es de @orep τινὲς aver ovles, Feesty amigos, λεγθσιν τὸ δόκειν πσεπονϑεναι avioy, arvios 
ovles τὸ δύκειν εγώ τι δεδεμῶι" τι δὲ εὐχομᾶι Nypiopayncos; δωρεῶν ev ἀποσνησκω. Ad. 
Trall. Sect.x. p.24. (P.) Wake, Gen. Ep. p. 90. 

{ Πανῆα ὕπομενω, avie pe evdrvapmeri@», Te τελειβ ανϑῦρωπϑ yevoueve. Ad. Smyrn. 
Sect. iv. p. 36. (P.) “I undergo all, to suffer together with him; he who was 
made a perfect man strengthening me.” Wake, pp. 115, 116. 
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him that Paul had preached, viz. a man like himself, and 
only distinguished by the peculiar presence and power of 
God accompanying him.* Also, what could Peter mean by 
those who “shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying 
the Lord that bought them,” 2 Pet. ii. 1, but the same that 
Paul meant by preaching another Jesus, which implied a 
denial of the true Jesus? If these persons had been apostates 
from Christianity, they would not have been classed with 
heretics, or have been mentioned as intermixed with Chris- 
tians. 

- There can be no doubt, however, with respect to the 
meaning of the apostle John, as the bare recital of the pas- 
sages from his writings will evince. The doctrine of the 
Gnostics concerning the person of Christ was so offensive 
to him, and it was so much upon his mind, that he begins 
his first expistle, seemingly in a very abrupt manner, with 
the strongest allusions to it. ‘ That which was from the 
beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with 
our eyes, which we have looked upon,” i.e. have closely in- 
spected and examined, ‘‘ and our hands have handled, of the 
word of life; (for the life was manifested, and we have seen it, 
and bear witness, and shew unto you that eternal life which 
was with the Father, and was manifested unto us;) that which 
we have seen.and heard, declare we unto you,” &c. | 

What could he mean by speaking of Jesus under the figure 
of life, as a person who had been heard, seen, and even 
handled, so that they had the evidence of all their senses, 
but that he was really a man, had a real human body, and 
not merely the appearance of one; which, it is universally 
allowed, was an opinion that was entertained by many per- 
sons in his time? [ shall proceed to give other extracts 
from the writings of John, in which he alludes to this doc- 
trine of the Gnostics, and strongly expresses his disappro- 
bation of it. 

1 John iv. 1—3: ‘“* Beloved, believe not every spirit, but 
try the spirits, whether they are of God. Because many 
false prophets are gone out into the world. Hereby know 
ye the spirit of God. Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus 
Christ is come in the flesh” (or, as it might be rendered, that 
Jesus ἐς Christ, come in the flesh) “ is of God. And every 
spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the 
flesh is not of God. And this is that spirit of Antichrist. 
whereof you have heard that it should come ; and even now 


* See, at the close of this Section, (p. 100,) Remarks on the former part of this 
paragraph, by a friend of the author. 
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already is it in the world.” Coming in the flesh, can have 
no other meaning than having real flesh, which many of the 
Gnostics said Christ had not; and coming, cannot here 
imply any pre-existent state, for then the flesh in which he 
came must have pre-existed. 

9 John 7: ‘‘ For many deceivers are entered into the 
world, who confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. 
This is a deceiver and an Antichrist.” The importance of 
holding the true doctrine concerning the person of Christ, 
in opposition to these deceivers, he urges with great emphasis 
in the -following verses: ‘¢ Look to yourselves, that ye lose 
not those things which ye have wrought, but that ye receive 
a full reward. Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not 
in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth 
in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Father and the 
Son. If there come any unto you, and bring not this doc- 
trine, receive him not into your house, nor bid him God 
speed. For he that biddeth him God speed, is a partaker 
of his evil deeds.” 

Though I do not propose, in this work, to enter into a 
critical examination of the meaning of particular texts of 
Scripture, yet, as it has of late been strongly urged that the 
phrase coming in the flesh, used by John in these passages, 
has a reference to a pre-existent state of Christ, I shall en- 
deavour to shew that such a construction 15 ill-founded. 

It has been said that, by this phrase, ‘ the opinion that 
Christ was truly a man is very awkwardly and unnaturally 
expressed. The turn of the expression seems to lead to the 
notion of a being who had his choice of different ways of 
coming, and therefore is levelled against the Ebionites as 
well as the Gnostics.” 

On the contrary, J think the expression sufficiently similar 
to other Jewish phrases, of which we find various examples 
in the Scriptures, and that it may be explained by the phrase 
‘‘ partakers of flesh and blood,” Heb. ii. 14. If the word 
coming, must necessarily mean coming from heaven, and 
imply a pre-existent state, John the Baptist must have pre- 
existed : for our Saviour uses that expression concerning him, 
as well as concerning himself, Matt. xi. 18,19: ‘‘ John came 
neither eating nor drinking, and they say he hath a demon. 
The Son of Man came eating and drinking,” &c. It may 
also be asserted, with more certainty still, concerning all 
the apostles, that they pre-existed ; for our Saviour, in his 
prayer for them, respecting their mission, makes use of the 
term world, which is not found in 1 John iv. 2, where he 
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says, John xvii. 18, ‘* As thou has sent me into the world, 
even so have I also sent them into the world.” 

The phrase coming in the flesh, in my opinion, refers very 
naturally to the doctrine of the Gnostics, who supposed 
Christ to be a super-angelic spirit, which descended from 
heaven, and entered into the body of Jesus. The phrase 
he that shall come, or who was to come (his coming having 
been foretold by the prophets), appears to have been familiar 
to the Jews, to denote the Messiah: but with them it cer- 
tainly did not imply any coming down from heaven, because 
they had no such idea concerning their Messiah. 

Besides, there is no trace in the epistle of John of any 
more than one heresy. He neither expressly says, nor hints, 
that there were two; and part of his description of this one 
heresy evidently points to that of the Gnostics; and this 
heresy was as different as possible from that of the Ebionites. 
The early writers who speak of them mention them as two 
opposite heresies, existing in the same early period; so that 
it is very improbable, εἰ priorz, that “ the same expression 
should be equally levelled at them both.” Gnosticism, 
therefore, being certainly condemned by the apostle, and not 
the doctrine of the Ebionites, I conclude, that in the latter, 
which is allowed to have existed in his time, he saw nothing 
worthy of censure, but that it was the doctrine which he 
himself had taught. If this apostle had thought otherwise, 
why did he not censure it unequivocally, as those who are 
called orthodox now do, and with as much severity ? 

Tertullian maintained, that, by those who denied that 
Christ was come in the flesh, John meant the Gnostics, 
though he says that by those who denied that Jesus was the 
Son of God, he meant the Ebionites.* He had no idea that 
the former expression only could include both. But as the 
Gnostics maintained that Jesus and the Christ were different 
persons, the latter having come from heaven, and being the 
Son of God, whereas Jesus was the son of man only, the 
expression of Jesus being the Son of God is as directly 
opposed to the doctrine of the Gnostics as that of Christ 
coming in the flesh. 

As a proof has been required that the phrase coming in 
the flesh is descriptive of the Gnostic heresy only, and not 
of the Unitarian doctrine also, 1 would observe, that it is so 
used in the epistle of Polycarp, the disciple of John. Ina 
Passage in this epistle, in which the writer evidently alludes 


* DePrascriptione Hereticorum, Sect. xxxiii. ἢ, 214, (P.) 
VOL. VI. L 
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to the Gnostics only, he introduces this very phrase, comzng 
in the flesh. ‘* Being zealous of what is good, abstaining 
from all offence, and from false brethren, and from those 
who bear the name of Christ in hypocrisy ; who deceive 
vain men, For whosoever does not confess that Jesus Christ is 
come in the flesh, he 1s Antichrist ; and whosoever does not 
confess his suffering upon the cross, is from the devil; and 
whosoever perverts the oracles of the Lord to his own lusts, 
and says, that there shall neither be any resurrection nor 
judgment, he is the first-born of Satan. Wherefore, leaving 
the vanity of many, and their false doctrines, let us return 
to the word that was delivered from the beginning.’’* 

Had this writer proceeded no farther than the second 
elause, in which he mentions those who did not believe that 
Christ suffered upon the cross, it might have been supposed 
that he alluded to two classes of men, and that the latter 
were different from those who denied that he came in the 
flesh. But as he goes on to mention a third circumstance, 
viz. the denial of the resurrection, and we are sure that those 
were not a third class of persons, it is evident that he alluded 
to no more than one and the same kind of persons by all the 
three cheracters.. I conclude, therefore, that the apostle John, 
from whom the writer of this epistle had this phrase, used it 
in the same sense, and meant by it only those persons who 
believed that Christ was not truly man, 1. 6. the Gnostics. 

It has been said that ‘“‘ the attempt to assign a reason why 
the Redeemer should be a man, implies both that he might 
have been, without partaking of the human nature, and by 
consequence that, in his own proper nature, he was origi- 
nally something different from man; and that there might 
have been an expectation that he would make his appearance 
in some form above the human.” But it is certainly quite 
sufficient to account for the apostle’s using that phrase 
coming in the flesh, that in his time there actually existed 
an-opinion that Christ had no real flesh, and was not truly a 
man, but a being of a higher order, which was precisely the 
doctrine of the Gnostics. That, before the appearance of: 
the Messiah, any persons expected that he would, or might, 
come in.a form above the human, is highly improbable. 

‘¢ A reason,” it.is said, ‘‘ why a man should be a man, one 
would not expect in a sober man’s discourse.” But, cer- 
tainly, it was very proper to give a reason why one who was 
not thought to be properly a man, was really so; which is 
what the apostle has done. 


* See Sect. vi. vii. Abp, Wake's Translation, pp. 55,56. (P.) 
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‘The very circumstantial account that John has given of 
the blood which issued from the wound in our Saviour’s side, 
could hardly have any other meaning than to contradict the 
doctrine of the Gnostics, that he had not real flesh and blood, 
John xix. 34,35: * But one of the soldiers with a spear pierced 
his side, and forthwith came thereout blood and water. And 
he that saw it bare record, and his record is true; and he 
knoweth that he saith true, that ye might believe.” What 
could be the meaning of this remarkably strong asseveration, 
but to assure the world that Jesus had real blood, like other 
men? ‘To the same thing he probably alludes, when he 
mentions the blood by which Christ came, as well as the 
water, | John v. 6: “* This is he that came by water and 
blood,—not by water only, but by water and blood.” Again, 
and probably with the same view, he says, 1 John v. 8, 
“There are three that bear witness,—the spirit, and the 
water, and the blood, and these three agree in one;” the 
spirit and the water referring probably to his baptism, and 
the blood to his death. ; 

With respect to the other articles of the Gnostic creed 
concerning the person of Christ, viz. that Jesus was one 
being, and the Christ another, and that the proper Christ 
came into Jesus at his baptism, John also bears his strongest 
testimony against it; and he lays no less stress on a right 
faith in this respect than in the other, 1 John ii. 21—23: 
“1 have not written unto you because ye know not the 
truth, but because ye know it, and that no lie is of the truth. 
Who is a liar, but he that denieth that Jesus is the Christ ὃ 
He is Antichrist that denieth the Father and the Son. Who- 
soever denieth the Son, the same hath not the Father.” This 
also may explain what Peter meant by ‘ denying the Lord’ 
that bought them,” as it may be supposed that he meant 
denying Jesus to be the Christ. 1 John iv. 15: ‘* Whoso- 
ever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of God” (which is 
equivalent to being the Christ), ““ God dwelleth in him, and 
he in God.” Chap. v. 5: ‘* Who is he that overcometh the 
world, but he that believeth that Jesus is the Son of God ?” 
From the conclusion of John’s gospel we may perhaps infer 
what several of the ancients have asserted, viz. that he wrote 
it with a particular view to refute the Gnostics. Chap. xx. 
81: ““ These are written that ye might believe that Jesus is 
the Christ, the Son of God, and that, believing, ye might 
have life through his name.” 


——p τα.-- 
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Remarks on Page 94, Paragraph 2. 


[The apostle observes (1 Cor. iii. 11), that ‘ other foun- 
dation can no man lay than that which is laid, which is Jesus 
Christ ;” and this he lays down as a principle, not only true 
in itself, but admitted to be so by his opposers in the church 
of Corinth. They all professed to inculcate his religion, to 
own him as the author of their faith, and to speak as his 
ministers (2 Cor. 11. 13, 23), and, though they wretchedly 
perverted his doctrine, assumed to themselves the character 
of his tollowers. If they had any desire indeed to pass for 
Christian preachers, they could not do otherwise. That the 
Corinthians might not, however, implicitly believe what they 
said on this account, St. Paul reminds them (ver. 12), that 
it was very possible for persons pretending to lay this foun- 
dation, to build upon it both doctrines and practices very 
unsuitable to the design of the gospel ; and such he intimates 
to them, though in an indirect manner, were several of the 
tenets advanced among them by their new instructors. 

Persons teaching doctrines under the name of Christianity, 
so inconsistent with what the Corinthians had received from 
St. Paul, could have no prospect of succeeding in their 
attempts by any other method than by depreciating his apos- 
tolic character and authority; and this they endeavoured 
by various ways. In opposition to their arts, the apostle 
makes it his business to lay open the vanity of their objec- 
tions against him, and to shew that as he was not in the 
least inferior to the very chiefest of the apostles, so none 
who thus vilified him deserved to be accounted equal to him. 
And this point being clearly established, the Corinthians 
could have no excuse for casting off their regard to him. 
But then it 1s obvious, that all the pertinence of his argu- 
ments to this purpose, rested upon this supposition, that his 
antagonists professed to adhere to the same Lord of their 
faith with himself. Had they declared themselves advocates 
for any other system of religion than his whom Paul preached, 
the state of the question between the apostle and his adver- 
saries would have been entirely altered. The competition 
would then have been between one religion and another, 
not between ministers of the same religion; and the Corin- 
thians, without doubting in the least of St. Paul’s eminence 
as a christian preacher, might have been inclined to hear 
what was said by one who addressed them under a different 
denomination. 


The apostle, in the words under consideration, appears to 
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admit, therefore, that if he who came, undertook to direct 
them to any other Jesus, as the author of their salvation, 
besides him whom he, the apostle, had preached ; or if they 
had received from his ministration any other spirit, different 
from, or superior to, what they had already received, there 
might be some reason for their regarding him; but as this 
could not be so much as pretended, their conduct in suffer- 
ing themselves to be so perverted was capable of no defence. 

If this view of the apostle’s reasoning with the Corinthians 
in his own vindication be just, it should seem that he does 
not in this place refer to any as actually preaching another 
Jesus, but only supposes a case, the only one which could 
apologize for their behaviour, a case which they knew did 
not exist; and trom the non-existence of it, lets them see 
how indefensible they were in preferring others to him, 
who, as ἃ minister of Christ, was, as he goes on to shew, 
in the qualifications by which they endeavoured to recom- 
mend themselves, equal, or far superior to them. 

As to the rest, 1 have no doubt but that Gnosticism had, 
when St. Paul wrote to the Corinthians, made its appearance 
in the church, and amongst them in particular, nor that the 
apostle makes it his business, in these epistles, to shew the 
falsity and pernicious nature of its doctrines. 

The date assigned to the first epistle to Timothy by bishop 
Pearson, is about the year of Christ 65. But Lightfoot and 
Lord Barrington place the writing of it between the times of 
the writing of the first and second epistle to the Corinthians, 
but before the epistle to the Romans; and Theodoret men- 
tions it in the same order, and says he takes it to be the 
fifth epistle of those which we have of St. Paul’s writing. 
The patrons of this opinion differ about the year, but all 
place it much sooner than Pearson. 

If this early date of this epistle could be clearly established, 
it would be a great confirmation of Dr. Priestley’s opinion of 
the introduction of Gnosticism into the church of Corinth, 
at the time of the writing the first epistle to it. But perhaps 
it is too doubtful, or at least it will be too much disputed 
to admit of laying stress upon it; though it appears, from 
p- 80, that the Doctor has not entirely overlooked it. (X)]* 


* « Having employed much time and labour in the composition of this work, 
which, on account of the necessary expensiveness of it, and the nature of the sub- 
ject, is not likely to meet with many purchasers, and consequently may not soon 
be reprinted, I was willing te make this edition as perfect as | could; and for this 
purpose requested some of my learned friends to peruse it with care, and favour me 
with their remarks. All of them were by no means persons whose sentiments on 
the subject were the same with mine; and, indeed, I chose to apply to them in pre- 
ference to those who were of the same opinion with myself. 

“ Being favoured with their remarks, and having myself re-eonsidered every part 
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SECTION VI. 
Of the Doctrine of the Gnostics with respect to Martyrdom. . 


An obvious consequence of denying the reality of Christ’s 
flesh and blood was, that he never really suffered. This, 
indeed, the Gnostics contended for, as his prerogative and 
excellence ; thinking all the affections of the flesh reproach- 
ful to a being of his high rank and natural dignity. Some 
of them, rather than suppose that Christ really suffered, said 
that it was not even Jesus, but Simon of Cyrene, who carried 
the cross after him, that was hung upon it; and that Christ, 
seeing this from a distance, laughed at the mistake of his 
enemies, and then returned to his Father who had sent him. 
This notion is by Theodoret ascribed to Basilides.* 

As, in the opinion of the Gnostics, Christ did not really 
suffer, we are not surprised to find that, in general, they did 
not allow the obligation of martyrdom. Irenzeus says, that 
some of them despised the martyrs, and reproached them for 
their sufferings.t Clemens Alexandrinus says, that some 
of the heretics argued against martyrdom, saying, that ‘‘ the 
true martyrdom, or testimony to the truth of God, was the 
knowledge of the true God; and that he was a self-murderer 
who confessed Christ by giving up his life.” + 

In order to extenuate the merit of martyrdom, Basilides 
maintained, that the martyrs not being perfectly innocent, 
suffered no more than they deserved.§ But this he might 
hold, without denying the obligation to die in the cause of 
truth. 

According to Epiphanius, also, Basilides held that martyr- 


of the work, I have thought it most advisable to subjoin such additional observa- 
tions, as, since the printing of the work, have been suggested by them, or have 
occurred to myself. They consist of corrections of the text, improvements in the 
translation of passages, replies to objections, or observations tending to throw far- 
ther light on the subject; whether in favour of what I have advanced, or not. Those 
of them to which is subjoined the letter (X) were written by a person to whom I 
am more particularly obliged for his attention to this work, but whose name I do 
not know that I am at liberty to mention.” Dr. Priestley’s Appendix, 1786. 

* Παθειν δὲ τατον βδδαμως λέγειν @AAa Σιμωνα τὸν Κυρηναιον ὕπομειναι τὸ Wados νομισ- 
Sevra εἰναι Xpicov' τὸν δὲ Χριςον ττορρωϑεν opwvta, γελῶν τῶν ledaiwy τὴν αὡπονοιῶν, «6 
ὕςερον, απελϑειν awpos τὸν αἀπος εἰλαντά. Her. Fab. L. i. C.iv. IV. p. 195. (P.) 

+ “Et cum hee ita se habeant, ad tantam temeritatem progressi sunt quidam, ut 
etiam martyres spernant, et vituperent eos qui propter Domini confessionem occi- 
duntur.” ~L. iii. C. xx. p. 247. (P.) : 

t Τίνες δὲ τῶν αἱρετικων Te χυριΒ τσαρακηκοοῖες ἀσεξως due καὶ δειλως φιληζοθσι" μαρ- 
τυριαν λέγοντες aAoNy εἰνῶι τὴν τῷ oYTWS οντὸς γνῶσιν (ΘεΒ" ὁπὲρ Και ἡμεις ὁμολογδμεν" 
φονεα Be αυτον εἰναι Eavie, καὶ avdeviny, τὸν δια Savaloy ὁ μολογησαν]α" και ἀλλω τοιαυὰ 
δειλιας σοφισματα εἰς pecoy κομίζουσιν. Shern, L. iv. p. 481. (P.) 

§ Clem. Alex, Strom. iv. p. 506. (P.) 
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dom was unnecessary.* In the passage quoted above from 
the epistle of Polycarp, there is an allusion to this doctrine 
of the Gnostics: ‘* Whosoever does not confess that Jesus 
Christ is come in the flesh, he is Antichrist. And whoso- 
ever does not confess the martyrdom of the cross is from 
the devil. And whosoever perverts the oracles of the Lord 
to his own lusts, and says that there shall be neither any 
resurrection nor judgment, he is the first-born of Satan.” + 
Here is an enumeration of the principal, at least the most 
obnoxious, tenets of the Gnostics, who were the only here- 
tics in that early age. : 

In consequence of this maxim concerning martyrdom, 
the Gnostics are said to have made no difficulty of eating 
things sacrificed to idols, though nothing can be more ex- 
pressly forbidden than this practice is in the New Testament ; 
as it makes one of the four articles of things prohibited to 
the Gentile converts by an assembly of all the apostles, is 
most pointedly argued against by Paul in his epistles to the 
Corinthians, and is likewise severely reprehended in the 
book of Revelation. 

In the Dialogue of Justin Martyr, Trypho says, that “‘ many 
who were called Christians ate of things sacrificed to idols, 
and said there was no harm in it.”t But it appears, by Jus- 
tin’s answer, that they were Gnostics. Irenzeus says of the 
Valentinians, that, ‘‘ without distinction, they ate of things 
sacrificed to idols, not thinking themselves defiled by them, 
and were the first to attend the feasts in honour of the hea- 
then gods.”§ The Nicolaitans, also, Austin says, sacrificed 
to idols, and did not oppose the Gentile superstitions. || 

Upon the whole, this doctrine of the non-obligation of 
martyrdom, and the practice of sacrificing to idols, is so 
generally laid to the charge of the Gnostics, and it is so 
consonant to their other principles, that it is impossible not 
to give some credit to the accounts. It is evident, however, 
that the charge was not universally true. Some Marcionites, 


* Διδάσκει δὲ wakw kas avalperet, φασκων μηδειν μαρΐυρειν. Heer. xxiv. I. p.71. (P.) 
T Πας yao, ὃς ἂν μη ὁμολογη Inoovy Χριςον ev cas εληλυΐεναι, Αντιχριςος ect? καὶ 
ἧς ay μη ὁμολογη τὸ μαρτυριον τοῦ ταύρου, εκ τοῦ Arabodov ες-ι" καὶ ὃς ay μεδοδευη τὰ 
Roya τοῦ Κυριου argos τας diag ἐπιδυμιας, καὶ Aeyy μητε αναςασιν, μήτε χρισιν εἰνῶιν, οὗ]ος 
πρωτότοκος est του Σατανα. Ep, Ad. Phil. Sect. vii. p. 187. (P.) Wake, p. 56. 
1 Καὶ ὁ Τρυφων, καὶ μὴν wordoug των τὸν Inoovy λεγόντων ὅμολογειν, και Aeyouevov 
ἤρ'τιανων, τπουνθάνομαι ἐσΐδιειν τὰ εἰδωλοδυτα, καὶ μηδὲν ex τουτου βλαπΙεσδαι λέγειν. 
207. (P.) 
§ Καὶ yap ειδωλοϑυτα αδιαῴφορως εἐσϑιουσι μηδὲ μολυνεσῖζαι ὑπ᾽ αὐτου ἡγουμενοι" καὶ emt 
Ὁ εορτασιμον τῶν εὔὔνων τερψιν εἰς τιμὴν τῶν εἰδωλων γινομενὴν πρωτοι συνίασιν. L. i. 
-L p.30. (P.) 
_ || “Efi nec ab iis quze idolis immolantur cibos suos separant, et alios ritus Genti- 
lium superstitionum non adversantur.” Catalogus Her. VJ. p.14. (P.) 
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in particular, had so great a value for the gospel, and held 
the obligation of truth so sacred, that they suffered martyr- 
dom rather than renounce their profession of Christianity. 
In Eusebius the Marcionites are said to have boasted of 
many martyrs ;* and particular mention is made by him of 
one Asclepius, a Marcionite martyr. + 

We may learn from the New Testament, that some per- 
sons professing Christianity did not, for some time at least, 
refrain from eating things sacrificed to idols, or from fornica- 
tion. But though this might be from want of consideration, 
rather than from principle, the apostle Paul does not tail to 
expostulate with them with peculiar earnestness on the sub- 
ject. See 1 Cor. x. 20, 2 Cor. vi. 16. See also what he 
observes concerning the necessity of all who would ‘“ live 
godly in Christ Jesus,” suffering persecution, 2 Tim. 1}. 12, 
with the enumeration of his own sufferings in several places, 
which seems to allude to the contrary principles and prac- 
tices of others. 

There are also persons characterized by holding the doc- 
trine of Balaam, both in the second epistle of Peter, the 
epistle of Jude, and the book of Revelation ; and in this 
book, chap. ii, 14, they are described as teaching ‘‘ to eat 
things sacrificed unto idols,” as well as ‘“‘ to commit forni- 
cation.” Itis probable, that they were all the same class 
of persons, and that they were Gnostics, who held these 
principles. The particular commendation given to the martyr 
Antipas, in this book, ch. i, 19, and the reproof given to the 
church of Thyatira for suffering a person called Jezebel to 
teach, and to seduce persons ‘‘ to eat things sacrificed to 
idols,” ch. ii. 20, shew that there were Gnostics when that 
book was written, 

Also the solemn promise at the conclusion of each of the 
epistles to the seven churches, of especial favour to those 
who should overcome, plainly points out the obligation that 
Christians were under to maintain the truth at the hazard of 
their lives. Nothing can more clearly prove this obligation 
on all Christians, than our Lord’s own doctrine and example, 
Matt. x. 39: ‘“* He that findeth his life shall lose it, and he 
that loseth his life for my sake shall find it.” But his own 
death, with respect to which we are particularly exhorted to 
follow his example, is the strongest sanction that he could 
give to his precept on this head. 


* Kas πρῶτοι γε δι απὸ τῆς Μαρκίωνος αἵρεσεως Μαρχιώνεςαι πωλουμενοι, πλειςους ὅσους 
ἔχειν ΑΝ μαρῖυρες λεγουσιν᾽ adhe τὸν ye Xgicov αὐτὸν nara αληθειῶν ovn ὅμολογουσι- 

j ἐν C. xvi. p. 282. (P.) 

+ De Martyribus Palestina; C. x, p. 426. (P.) 
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Indeed, nothing but the sense of this obligation, to main- 
tain the profession of our faith in all events, could have 
secured the prevalence of Christianity in the world, and 
have enabled it to triumph over all the obstacles that it had 
to encounter. Nothing else could have been so well calcu- 
lated to give mankind in general such a full persuasion of 
the sincerity of Christians, and of their high sense of the 
importance of the gospel, and, consequently, to procure a 
proper attention to its principles, and gain converts to it. 


SECTION VII. 
The Gnostics disbelieved the Resurrection. 


Att the Gnostics, without exception, from those ~vho 
made their appearance in the time of the apostles, down to 
the Manicheans, disbelieved the resurrection. They held 
matter and the body in such abhorrence, that they could not 
persuade themselves that the soul was to be encumbered with 
it any longer than in this life. But they did not, therefore, 
give up all belief of future rewards and punishments. The 
believed the immortality of the soul; and that the soul, 
divested of the body, would be rewarded or punished accord- 
ing to the actions performed in it. Without this there could 
never have been any martyrs at all among them, as we have 
seen that there were among the Marcionites. 

However, as the doctrine of a resurrection makes so great 
a figure in the Christian scheme, the Gnostics, or at least 
some of them, did not venture to deny it in words; but 
they said it was a figurative expression, and either related to 
the moral change produced in the minds of men by the 
preaching of the gospel, or a rising from this mortal life to 
an immortal one, after the death of the body. According 
to Epiphanius, Hierax said that the resurrection related to 
the soul, not to the body ;* and the Manicheans said that 
the death of which Paul wrote was a state of sin, and the 
resurrection a freedom from sin.f 

This must have been the doctrine taught by Hymenzus 
and Philetus, whose words Paul says, 2 Tim. ii. 17, « will 


* Βελεῖαι yap και οὗτος τὴν Capua μη avacactasr To Waparay, αλλώ τὴν ψυχὴν μόνω- 
ταὔην, τπυνευμα]ικὴν de τὴν αναςασιν φασκει. Heer. xvii. 1. p.709. (P.) 

+ Θαναῖον, εναυθα φασι, εδὲν ado λεγει ὁ Ῥαυλίθ» ἡ τὸ ev auaplia γινεσθαι, καὶ ανα- 
φασιν τὸ τῶν ἀμαρῆιων ἀπαλλαγηναι. Chrysostom, In 1 (ον. χνυ. Opera, XI. p. 664. 
(ΡῸ See Dr. Priestley's Notes on 1 Cor. xv. ad init, 
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eat as doth a canker,” and ‘“‘ who concerning the truth have 
erred, saying that the resurrection is passed already, and 
overthrow the faith of some.” It is possible, also, that Paul 
might allude to this doctrine of the Gnostics, when, in the 
epistle to the Colossians, after speaking of their ““ voluntary 
humility, and worshipping of angels,” zntruding into things 
which they had not seen, vatnly puffed up in their fleshly minds, 
ch. ii. 18 (which are evident characters of the Gnostics), he 
added, ver. 20, ““ If ye be dead with Christ from the rudi- 
ments of the world, why, as though living in the world, 
are ye subject to ordinances?” As if, arguing with them on 
their own principles, he had said, If the death from which 
we are to rise be merely a death of sin, why do you continue 
to live as men of this world only? And again, ch. ili. 1: “Τῇ 
ye then be risen with Christ, seek those things which are 
above, where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God,” 1. ὁ. 
If, as you pretend, the resurrection be passed already, and 
you be actually risen again with Christ, live in a manner 
agreeable to this new and better life. 

But in the fifteenth chapter of the first epistle to the Co- 
rinthians, the apostle argues at large against the doctrine of 
the false teachers in that church, who held that the dead 
would not rise; and therefore he proves the doctrine of an 
universal resurrection from that of Christ, and answers the 
objections that were made to it from its seeming natural 
impossibility. And it evidently appears, from the whole 
tenour of the apostle’s discourse on this subject, as well as 
from his consolatory address to the Thessalonians, on the 
death of their Christian friends, that he had no expectation 
of any future life at all but on the doctrine of a resurrection. 
‘“‘ If the dead rise not,” he says, 1 Cor. xv. 16—19, “ then 
is not Christ raised; and if Christ be not raised, your faith 
is vain, ye are yet in your sins. Then they also which are 
fallen asleep in Christ are perished. If in this life only we 
have hope in Christ, we are of all men most miserable.” 
And again, ver. 32, “If the dead rise not, let us eat and 
drink, for to-morrow we die.”’ In the whole discourse he 
makes no account of, he does not even mention, their doc- 
trine of happiness or misery without the body. Ἣν 

But the most extraordinary circumstance is, that, after 
this positive assertion, and copious illustration of the doc- 
trine of the resurrection, it should still continue to be denied 
by the Gnostics, who were not without respect for his autho- 
rity and writings. They even pretended that his writings 
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were in favour of their principles. Bardesanes appealed to 
the Scriptures, and proposed to abide by them.* The chief 
advantage which they imagined they had from the Scriptures 
on this subject, was from its being said by Paul, that “ flesh 
and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God,” 1 Cor. xv. 50. 
Ambrose says that ‘‘ the heretics who deny the resurrection 
urge its being said, that they do not rise in the flesh.” + 
The Marcionites also pretended to prove from the Scriptures 
that the body would not rise again, ‘* because the prophets 
and aposties never mentioned flesh or biced in a future state, 
but the soul only, David,” they said, ‘* speaks of his soul 
being delivered from death. Thou wilt not leave my soul 
in hell,” &c.¢ They also argued from God’s giving it a 
body as it pleased him.§ 

It seems, therefore, that they thought that the gross bod 
being dropped in the grave, the soul would be clothed wit 
something which, though it might be called a body, was of 
an ethereal and subtile nature, free from all the imperfections: 
of the present body. And in this they have, in some degree, 
the authority of the apostle. But then they held that what- 
ever the change was, it took place at death, and that what 
was committed to the ground always remained there; 
whereas nothing could give any propriety even to the term 
resurrection, if the body that died did not live again, how 
improbable soever it may appear to us. If nothing of that 
which dies is to appear again, in any future period of our 
existence, there may be a new creation of men, but there 
cannot be any proper resurrection. It seems to have been 
in Opposition to any other resurrection than that of a proper 
body, that, in the epistles ascribed to Ignatius, mention is 
made of the resurrection as being fleshly, as well as spiri- 
tual. | 

ἐν the resurrection was denied, or explained away, by 
the Gnostics in the age of the apostles, and they appear, 
from other circumstances, to have been Jews, it seems that 
their philosophy had prevailed over the principles of their 


* To τῶν χριςιανων δογμα wiser καὶ γραφαῖς συνες-κε᾽ χρὴ AY ὥποὸ γράφων, ἢ σεισαι» 
ἢ πεισϑηναι. Contra Marcionitas, Ὁ. 106. (P.) 

+ * Sicuti illi hzretici qui resurrectionem carnis negant, ad dicipiendas animas 
simplicium, dicunt, his quia in carne non resurgant.” De Divinitate Filii, L.i. C. iii. 
Opera, 1V. p. 279. (P.) 

1 Mace ce are γοαφων, δῖ, ele woodpylas, ele ἀποςόλοι μνημὴν εποιησανο σαρκὸς ἡ 
Gimalos, ἀλλὰ ψυχης μόνης» ν nas quyovlo σωσα!. Καὶ τπῦρωὔον μὲν ὃ Δαξιδ' Ge ἐρρυσω, 
φησι, τὴν φυχην ue ex Savale, Origen, Contra Marcionitas, p. 136. (P.) 

§ Ov τεῦο τὸ σωμα λεγε; ανιςασῖωι, adr’ epov, ἀπὸ τῷ λέγειν ὃ δὲ Θεὸς διδωσιν αυΐῳ 
Tope, καῦως ηδελησεν. Ibid. p.143. (P.) 

\| Ἐν ονομαῖι Ince Xoice, καὶ τῇ capm avle καὶ τῳ «ἰμαῆι, wade τε χαὶ average, 
σαῤκικῃ TE καὶ πονευμακη, &C. Ad, Smyrn. Sect. xii. p.38. (P.) Wake, p. 120. 
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former religion. This is the less to be wondered at, as the 
Sadducees, a considerable sect among the Jews, and suffi- 
ciently attached to their religion in other respects, did like- 
wise disbelieve the resurrection. But then they disbelieved 
a future state in any form, which the Christian Gnostics did 
not. 


SECTION VIII. 


Of the Immoralities of the Gnostics, and their Sentiments 
wth respect to Marriage, ὅτ. 


THE contempt with which the Gnostics treated the body, 
was capable of two opposite applications, and would there- 
fore naturally operate according as persons were previously 
disposed, or as they were influenced by other principles. 
For either they would think to purify and elevate the soul 
by neglecting or macerating the body, rigorously abstaining 
from all carnal gratifications ; or, considering the affections 
of the body as bearing no relation to those of the soul, they 
might think it was of no great or lasting consequence whe- 
ther they indulged the body or not. It is well known that 
principles similar to theirs have had this twofold operation 
in later ages, leading some to austerity and others to sensual 
indulgence. 

That the principles of the Gnostics had, in fact, the worst 
of those influences, in the age of the apostles, their writings 
sufficiently evidence; and though it is probable, that the 
irregularities of the Gnosties were in a great measure repressed 
by these writings, so that we hear less complaint of these 
things afterwards ; yet charges of this kind are so generally 
and so strongly urged, and they are so probable in themselves, 
as to be entitled to some degree of credit. In the treatise 
ascribed to Hermas, we read that some thought, “ as the 
body was to perish, it might safely be abused to lust.”* 
Eusebius says, that ‘* the Nicolaitans, contemporary with 
Cerinthus, but a sect of no long continuance, were said to 
have their women in common, on the maxim that it was 
lawful to abuse the flesh.” + 

But, perhaps, the most unexceptionable evidence in this 
case may be that of a heathen philosopher; and Plotinus 
represents the Gnostics as ridiculing all virtue. But as he 


* « Atque etiam vide ne quando persuadeatur tibi interire corpus hoe, et abutaris 
eo in libidine aliqua.” L. iii. Sect. vii. p. 106. (P. 

t Δκολεθὸν yap εἰναι φασι τὴν wpakw ταυΐην εκεινῃ τῇ φωνὴ τῇ ols wapaxpacdon τῇ 
σᾶρκι de. Hist. Γμ 111. C. xxix. p.123. (P.) 
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intimates that the goodness of their dispositions might over- 
rule the influence of their principles, it is possible that the 
Gnostics themselves might deny that supposed tendency of 
their doctrines.* It was also generally said, and probably 
with some foundation, that the calumnies of the Heathens 
against the Christians, as addicted to criminal indulgences, 
were occasioned by the practices of the Gnostics, who called 
themselves Christians, and were not distinguished from other 
Christians by the Heathens.t 

That those who are considered as heretics in the New 
Testament were licentious in their manners, appears from a 
variety of passages. The apostle Paul, applying to his own 
times the prophecies concerning the apostacy of the latter 
days, speaks (2 Tim. ili. 1, &c.) of some who, “ having the 
form of godliness, but denying the power thereof,” were ad- 
dicted to almost every vice, which he there enumerates. 
He expresses this with equal clearness, chap. iv. 3, 4: ‘* For 
the time will come when they will not endure sound doc- 
trine, but, after their own lusts, shall they heap to them- 
selves teachers, having itching ears; and they shall turn away 
their ears from the truth, and shall be turned unto fables.” 

But the most shocking picture of the irregularities of some 
professing Christians, though, perhaps, in a state of separation 
from those who were termed Catholic, is drawn by Peter in 
his second epistle, and also by Jude. It is evident, that 
they are the same persons who are described by them both; 
and one feature in the account of Jude seems to fix the 
charge upon the Gnostics. He says, ver. 3, 4, “* It was 
needful for me to write unto you, and exhort you, that ye 
should earnestly contend for the faith which was once deli- 
vered unto the saints. Tor there are certain men crept in 
unawares, who were before of old ordained to this condemna- 
tion; ungodly men, turning the grace of our God into lasci- 
viousness, and denying the only Lord God, and our Lord 
Jesus Christ.” This denying of God and of Christ in Jude, 
the ‘“‘ denying the Lord that bought them” of Peter, and the 


* Ὁ Be λογος οὗτος, elt veavinwlepoy, τὸν τῆς wWpovorac Kupiov, και αὐην τὴν τροινοιᾶν, 
μεμψάμενος" καὶ wavlac voues τὰς lata αιμασας, καὶ τὴν ἀρεΐην τὴν ex wavlos τὰ 
χρόνΒ ἀνευρημενὴν, τὸ, TE σωῴφρονειν τ870 ev γελω, Senevac, wa μηδὲν καλὸν evlavdta δὴ 
opbern ὕπαρχον. Ανείλε τὸ, TE σωῴρονειν, και τὴν ἐν τοις ἡἠθεσι συμῴυ Toy δικαιοσυνὴν, THY 
τελβμενὴν ex λογβ χαὶ ἀσκήσεως, καὶ ὅλως καθ᾽ ἀσπεδαιος ανδρωπΌ» ἂν γενοιῖο' ὡς τε 
αυῆοις καϊαλειπεσδαι τὴν ἡδονην καὶ τὸ WEG αὐυἾθς, καὶ τὸ B κοινὸν προς αλλὲς ανϑρωπες" 
καὶ τὸ τῆς χρειᾶς μόνον, εἰ μηἾις τῇ φυσει Ty αυΊδ κρειτῆων eon των λόγων τεΐων. En. L. ix. 
C. xiii. p. 918. (P.) 

Τ Toss δὲ amigas εὔνεσιν worry wapexev xala τα See λογθ δυσφημιας wepseoiay’ 
τῆς εξ αὐων φημὴς εἰς τὴν ta σαν.» Χριςιανων eves διαξολην καταχεομενής. Buseb. 
Hist. L.iv. C. vii. p.149. (Ρ.) 
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denying ‘that Jesus Christ is come in the-flesh,” or that 
Jesus is the Christ, of John, were probably phrases of the 
same import, as they nearly resemble each other, and then 
there can be no doubt of the persons so described being 
Gnostics. 

It is possible, also, that, by ““ denying the only Lord God,” 
Jude might mean their ascribing the making of the world to 
some other being than the only true God, which was the 
blasphemy against God with which the Gentile Gnostics 
were charged ; though this is the only circumstance that can 
lead us to think that the apostles had to do with any such 
Gnostics. Bui this is very possible, as there is no circum- 
stance in this epistle that shews these particular Gnostics to. 
have been Jews; no hint being given of their bigotted attach- 
ment to the law of Moses. If the Gnostics that Jude alludes 
to were Gentiles, this may also have been the case with 
those of whom John writes. That they were the same de- 
scription of persons there can be no doubt; and even John 
says nothing of their attachment to the law. 

Also, the same persons whom John characterizes, by say- 
ing, they denied that Jesus 15 the Christ, and that “ Christ 
is come in the flesh,” he represents, 1 John iv. 5, as “ of 
the world,” and that ‘ they speak of the world ;” and says 
that therefore “‘ the world heareth them.” It was, probably, 
in opposition to the licentious maxims of the Gnostics that 
John enlarged so much on the moral influence of true Chris- 
tianity in his first epistle ; as, 1 John ii. 3—9: ““ Every man 
that hath this hope in him, purifieth himself, even as he is 
pure. Whosoever committeth sin, transgresseth also the law, 
for sin is the transgression of the law. And ye know that 
he was manifested to take away our sins, and in him is no sin. 
Whosoever abideth in him, sinneth not. Whosoever sinneth 
hath not seen him, neither known him. Little children, let 
no man deceive you; he that doeth righteousness, is righteous, 
even as he is righteous.— Whosoever is born of God, doth 
not commit sin, for his seed remaineth in him, and he cannot 
sin, because he is born of God.” 

Here seems to be an allusion to licentious principles, as 
well as practices. ‘“‘ The deeds of the Nicolaitans,” who 
were Gnostics, mentioned Rev. ii. 6, were probably some 
impurities, or vicious practices ; and’as it is sometimes called 
“the doctrine of the Nicolaitans,” ver. 15, that is spoken 
of with such abhorrence, it is probable that they vindicated 
their practices by their principles. Besides, vices would 
hardly be laid by the apostles to the charge of men, as known 
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by a particular name, if they were not vices avowed by those 
who bore that name. 

In general, however, it must be acknowledged, that the 
Gnostics, at least those of a later period, were advocates for 
bodily austerity and mortification ; thinking the body, in all 
cases, a clog to the soul, and that all sensual indulgence, 
even such as was deemed lawful by others, had an unfavour- 
able operation. Saturninus, as Theodoret says, taught that 
“ἢ marriage was the doctrine of the devil.”* And we may 
clearly perceive, from Paul’s first epistle to the Corinthians, 
and other parts of his writings, that similar principles were 
inculeated by the false teachers of his day. Hence, pro- 
bably, the questions about marriage proposed to him by the 
Christians at Corinth, and his decision, Heb. xiii. 4, that 
‘** marriage is honourable in all, and the bed undefiled.” 

That he might allude to the Gnostics in the epistle to the 
Hebrews, is not impossible, as they were Jewish Gnostics 
that he had to do with, and they were strenuous advocates 
for the law of Moses; and against that part of their system 
much of the epistle is directed. But towards the conclusion 
he seems to descant upon other parts of it; and presently 
after the above-mentioned observation concerning marriage, 
he says, “" Be not carried about with divers and strange doc- 
trines ;’” which, no doubt, alludes to the Gnostics, as in 
similar expressions he certainly does refer to them in various 
parts of his writings. 

This doctrine of the prohibition of marriage, it is evident 
that Paul thought very ill of, by his making it one of the 
characters of the great apostacy of the latter times, 1 Tim. 
iv. 3: “* Forbidding to marry, and commanding to abstain 
from meats,” &c. 


SECTION IX. 
Of the Gnostic Teachers giving Lectures for Money. 


THe Gnostics were not only persons addicted to the phi- 
losophy of their times (many of them being, as we may 
presume from this circumstance, in the higher classes of life), 
but, having had the advantage of a liberal education, many 
of them had studied eloquence, and, like the philosophers 
of antiquity, gave lectures, or harangues, for money. It has 
been seen, in the passages quoted from Origen and others, 


* Toy te γαμον οὗτος wpwlos τα Siabore διδασκαλίαν ὠνομασε. Heer. Fab, L.i. C. iii. 
Opera, IV. Ὁ. 194. (P) 
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that the preaching of the Gnostics was said to be calculated 
to please, rather than to edify their hearers, which was pro- 
bably done by delivering such discourses as Plato and other 
philosophers did, who received money from their pupils. 
To this custom there are many allusions in the New Testa- 
ment, especially in the two epistles of Paul to the Corinthians, 
in which he opposes his own conduct (he having worked 
with his own hands among them, to maintain himself, while 
he preached to them graézs) to that of these teachers, who 
made a gain of them. 

They are thus described, Titus 1. 9—11: ‘ That he (viz. 
the bishop) may be able, by sound doctrine, both to exhort, 
and to convince the gainsayers. For there are many unruly 
and vain talkers and deceivers, especially they of the circum- 
cision, whose mouths must be stopped, who subvert whole 
houses, teaching things which they ought not, for filthy 
lucre’s sake.” Those also who, Peter says (2 Pet. 11. 1, &c.) 
“ shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord 
that bought them,” did likewise, ver. 3, ‘“ through cove- 
tousness, with feigned words, make merchandize” of theit 
hearers. 


SECTION X. 
Of the refractory Disposition of some of the Gnostics. 


THERE is another circumstance which distinguished the 
Jewish Gnostics of the apostles’ times, and perhaps those of 
no other, which was the high sense they had of the dignity 
of their nation, their aversion to the Roman government, and 
indeed to all subordination. On this account the apostles 
frequently urged the necessity of a due subjection to supe- 
riors, and the propriety of prayer being made for all men, as 
for kings, &c. This Paul particularly enjoins Timothy with 
respect to the church at Ephesus, where there were man 
Gnostics, 1 Tim. ii. 1: “1 exhort, therefore, that, first of all, 
supplications, prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks, 
be made for all men: for kings, and for all that are in autho- 
rity.” The same charge he gives to Titus, ch. iil. 1: “ Put 
them in mind to be subject to principalities, and powers, to 
obey magistrates,” &c. Peter also speaks of them, 2 Pet. 11. 
10, as “ them that despise government, presumptuous, self- 
willed,—not afraid to speak evil of dignities ;” and, ver. 19, 
as promising men liberty. Jude also describes them, ver. 8, 
as despising dominion, and speaking evil of dignities. 

This promise of liberty they might extend to the Gentile 
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Christians ; and for this reason the apostle Paul might think 
it necessary to urge the obligation of christian slaves to con- 
tinue in subjection to their masters, } Tim. vi. 1—4: “ Let 
as many s/aves as are under the yoke, count their own masters 
worthy of all honour, that the name of God and his doctrine 
be not blasphemed.—If any man teach otherwise (from which 
it is evident that some had done so), and consent not to 
wholesome words, even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
and to the doctrine which is according to godliness, he is 
proud, knowing nothing, but doting about questions, and 
strifes of words,’ &c. This circumstance clearly marks the 
Gnostics, and therefore makes it highly probable, that the 
other doctrine, concerning treedom from servitude, was taught 
by the same persons. 


SECTION XI. 
Of Public Worship among the Gnostics. 


As the Gnostics were philosophical and speculative people, 
and affected refinement, they did not made much account of 
public worship, or of positive institutions of any kind. They 
are said to have had no order in their churches. We do not 
hear much of their having regular bishops among them; 
and, making themselves by this means much less conspi- 
cuous than other Christians, they were not so much exposed 
to persecution, even though they had not been disposed to 
make improper compliances in order to avoid it. 

A particular account of the disorderly state of church 
discipline among the Gnostics may be seen in Tertullian. 
He describes it as ‘* without dignity, authority, or strictness. 
It is uncertain,” he says, ‘“‘ who is a catechumen, or who, 
one of the faithful, as they all attend the worship, hear and 
pray in common. ‘They are all conceited, and promise to 
instruct others. They are proficients before they are properly 
catechumens. How noisy are their women ; how they have 
the assurance to teach, to dispute, exorcise, undertake cures, 
and perhaps baptize! Their ordinations are hasty, light and 
inconstant. Sometimes they advance mere novices, some- 
times persons engaged in secular business, and sometimes 
apostates from us. ‘To-day one man is the bishop, to-mor- 
row another. ‘lo-day he is a deacon, who to-morrow will 
be a reader. To-day he is a presbyter, who to-morrow will 
be a layman; for they impose on the laity the functions of 

VOL. VI. N 
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the clergy. They have no reverence for their clergy. Many 
of them have no churches,” &c.* 

In an epistle ascribed to Ignatius, we read that “ some 
abstained from the eucharist, and from prayer, because they 
did not acknowledge the eucharist to be the flesh of the body 
of our Saviour Jesus Christ, which suffered for our sins, and 
which the Father in his goodness raised up. It is proper, 
therefore,” he says, “ to abstain from such, nor speak of 
them in private, or publicly, but attend to the prophets, and . 
especially the gospel, in which the suffering (of Christ) is 
manifest to us, and the resurrection completed, and avoid. 
divisions as the principal beginning of evils.”+ Clemens 
Alexandrinus speaks of the heresy of Prodicus, who rejected 
prayer.t Origen also says, there “ are some who say that 
men ought not to pray, admitting of no external signs, using 
neither baptism nor the Lord’s supper; perverting the Scrip- 
tures, saying that something else than prayer is meant by 
them.’’§ 

As many of the Gnostics thought that Christ had no real 
body, and therefore had not proper flesh or blood, it should 
seem that, on this account, when they did celebrate the 
eucharist, they made no use of wine, which represents the 
blood of Christ, but of water only. Clemens Alexandrinus 
speaks of some who used water only in the eucharist, and 
they were evidently Gnostics, or heretics who had quitted 


* ¢ Non omittam ipsius etiam conversationis hzretice descriptionem quam futilis, 
quam terrena, quam humana sit, sine gravitate, sine authoritate, sine disciplina, ut 
fidei suze congruens. In primis quis catechumenus, quis fidelis, incertum est, pariter 
adeunt, pariter audiunt, pariter orant.—Omnes tument, omnes scientiam pollicentur. 
Ante sunt perfecti catechumeni quam edocti. Ips mulieres heretic quam pro- 
caces; quae audeant docere, contendere, exorcismos agere, curationes repromittere, 
forsitan et tingere. Ordinationes eorum temerarize, leves, inconstantes. Nunc neo- 
phytos conlocant, nunc seeculo obstrictos, nunc apostatas nostros. Alins hodie epis- 
copus, cras alius; hodie diaconus qui cras lector ; hodie presbyter qui cras laicus; 
nam et laicis sacerdotalia munera injungunt.—Nec suis presidibus reverentiam 
noverint. Plerique nec ecclesias habent,” &c. De Prescriptione, Sect. xii. p. 217. 
(P.) 

+ Evyapicias καὶ προσευχῆς amexovias, Oia To μη ὁμολοόγειν τὴν ευχαριςιαν σαρκῶ εἰνῶι 
τῷ δωμαϊ. ἥμων Ince Χρις-8, τὴν ὑπερ apaghov ἡμῶν σασδσαν, ἦν τῳ Xpisolyls ὁ Tadno 
εγέειρεν. 

Τίρεπον ev esi ameyerdou τὼν Torelov, Kou pyle ual’ ἰδίων περι αυΐων λαλειν, μηῖε κοινὴ" 
προσέχειν δὲ τοις πτροφηαις, εξαιρεῖως de τῳ ευαγελιῳ, ev ὦ ro παθίδ. ἡμιν δεδηλωῦαι, καὶ 
ἢ ἀνὰς σις τεϊελειωῖαι" τὸς δὲ μερισιμθς φευγεῖε, ὡς ἀρχὴν κώκων.. Smyrn. Sect. vii. 
Ῥ. 37. (P.) Wake, p. 117. : 

t Evlavda γενόμενος ὑπεμνεσϑην τῶν wep Ta μὴ δειν evyerdas Whos τινων ἑ]εροδοξων, 
Teles τῶν adr τὴν Τροδικ αἵρεσιν ταρεισώγομενων δογμαῖα. Strom. vii. p. 722. (P.) 

§ Καὶ wep: re μὴ δείν εὐχεσῖζαι deBuvylar τεισᾶι ties’ ἧς γνωμὴς ροις ἀνῆωι δι τὰ 
κισϑηῖα πανΐη ἀναιρδνῖες, και μηῖε, βαπῖισμαῖι, μηῖε ευχαρις πᾳ χρωμένοι, συκοφωνενῖες τας 
ραφας ὡς καὶ τὸ εὐχεσϑαι Tela 8 βϑλομενας, Ἀλλ᾽ ἕγερον τι δημαινομενον wapa Talo διδαα- 
κεσᾶς. De Oratione, Sect. Ἀν. Ὁ} 
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the church.* With a view to this, Cyprian orders that wine 
be used in the eucharist, and not water.t Chrysostom says, 
that ““ Christ drank wine after his resurrection, in order to 
eradicate the pernicious heresy of those who used water 
instead of wine in the eucharist.” ἢ 

It is not improbable, however, but that many of the 
Gnostics might decline the use of wine in the celebration of 
the eucharist, on account of their abstaining from wine alto- 
gether, as a part of their system of bodily austerity. Such, 
says Beausobre, were the principles of the Encratites, who 
abstained from wine, flesh meat, and marriage.§ 

We have fewer accounts of what the Gnostics thought or 
did with respect to baptism, but it seems that some of them 
at least, disused it. Tertullian speaks of the Cajanan heresy, 
as excluding baptism.|| Valentinus, Jerome says, pleaded for 
two baptisms. But what he meant by this does not appear. 
Perhaps he might say that there was a spiritual baptism, as 
well as a carnal one, and that the former superseded the 
latter, which is the doctrine of the Quakers.** 

_ The Gnostics did not reject the Scriptures ; but, as I have 

already shewn, they appealed to them, and defended their 
doctrines from them. But as they did not consider them as 
written by any proper inspiration, they seem to have thought 
themselves at liberty to adopt what they approved, and to 
neglect the rest, without disputing their genuineness. This, 
indeed, was not peculiar to them, but seems to haye been a 
liberty taken by other primitive Christians, who, living near 
the times of the great transactions recorded in the gospel 


΄ 


* Aploy καὶ ὕδωρ ex em’ ἀλλων τινων, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ ems Tov αρίῳ καὶ Dal καΊα τὴν τροσφωραν, 
μη Kala τὸν καγονὰ τῆς EXKANTIAS, χρωμένων aiperewy, ἐμφανῶς, Tatlecns τὴς γραφῆς" εἰσι 
yap δι καὶ ὕδωρ ψιλον εὐχαρις8ὃσιν. Strom. L.i. p.317. (P.) 

¢ “ Admouitos autem vos scias, ut in calice offerendo dominica traditio servetur, 
geque aliud fiat ἃ nobis quam quod pro nobis. Dominus prior fecerit: ut calix 
qui in commemoratione offertur mixtus vino offeratur. Nam cum dicat Christus, 
Ego sum vitis vera, sanguis Christi, non aqua est utique, sed vinum. Non potest 
videri sanguis ejus, quo redempti et vivificati sumus, esse in calice, quando vinum 
desit calici, quo Christi sanguis ostenditur; qui, scripturarum omnium sacramento 
ac testimonio, effusus predicatur.” Epist. p.148. (P.) 

1 Kas τινὸς ἕνεχεν wy ὕδωρ ἔπιεν avacas arn’ οινον; addyy aiperiy wovegay π’ροροιζον 
ανασπων' επειδη καὶ τινες εἰσι ev τοις μυςἤριοις Vals κεχοημενοι. In Matt. xxvi. ( )pera, 
VIL. p.700. (P.) 

§ Histoire de Manicheisme, If. p. 724. (P.) « Cé'toient ceux qu'on a nommez 
Encratites, c’'est-a-dire Abstinens et Continens, parce qu'ils s’abstenoicut de vin, de 
viande et du marriage.” L. ix. Ch. vii. Sect. v. See aiso Vol. Ill. p. 445, Note’, 

{| * Atque adeo nuper conversata istic quedam de Caiana heeresi vipera venena- 
tissima doctrina sua plerosque rapuit, in primis baptismum destruens.”” De Baptismo, 
Sect.i. Opera, p..224. (Ρ 

“ “ Unum baptisma et contra Valentinum facit, qui duo baptismata esse con- 
tendit.” In Eph. C. iv. Opera, VI. ρ. 177. (P-) . 

** See Barclay’s Apol. Prop. xii. Sect. vi. 
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history, might think themselves as good judges with respect 
to them as those who undertook to write histories. Thus 
the Ebionites made no public use of any other gospel than 
that of Matthew, though they might easily have had the 
other gospels, and the rest of the books of the New Testa- 
ment, translated for their use; and it appears from Jerome, 
who saw that gospel as used by them, that it was not exactly 
the same with our copies. It is well known, that their copies 
οἵ. Matthew’s gospel had not the story of the miraculous 
conception; and they also added to the history such εἰτ- 
cumstances as they thought sufficiently authenticated. No 
less liberty was taken by the Gnostics. Cerinthus, says 
Philaster, enjoined the observance of the Mosaic law, rejected 
Paul, and admitted the gospel of Matthew only, agreeing 
with Carpocrates with respect to the nativity of Christ.* 

Making any alteration in the books. of Scripture was 
called corrupting them; and this, no doubt, was done by 
the Gnostics ; but they could not thereby intend to impose 
their alterations upon the world, as the genuine writings of 
the apostles ; for that they must have known to be impos- 
sible. Itis, therefore, rather to be supposed, that they retained 
only such parts of them as they thought the most useful ; 
and in this they would naturally be biassed by their peculiar 
principles. 

This charge of corrupting the Scriptures does not affect 
all the Gnostics. _“‘ 1 know of none,” says Origen, “‘ who 
corrupt the gospel, except the disciples of Marcion and 
Valentinus, and those of Lucian.” + °“ The Marcionites,” 
says Chrysostom, ‘“ use only one gospel, which they abridge, 
and mix as they please.’+ What were all the particulars 
of Marcion’s alterations of the gospel, we are not informed, 
but he began the gospel of Luke with the third chapter, thus, 
‘‘ In-the 15th year of Tiberius Ceesar ;”§ and this was owing 
to his not giving credit to the history of the miraculous con- 
ception, contained in the two first chapters. 

We could not, however, have concluded, from this omis- 
sion, that Marcion thought them not to have been written 


* « Carpocras—Christum de semine Joseph natum arbitratur. Cerinthus suc- 
cessit huic errori, doceus de generatione itidem Salvatoris, docet circumcidi et sab- 
batizari—apostolum Paulum non accipit—Evangelium secundum Matthzum solum 
accipit,” &c. Bib. Pat. V. p.15. (P.) 

t Mélayapabavlas δὲ τὸ evalyehow αλλδς en ola ἡ Tes amo Μαρκίωνος, καὶ τὸς ara 
Bareviive, oipos de nas τὰς amo Aenave. Ad. Cels. L. ii. p. 77. (P.) 

{ Ovde yap wapadeyovias Tas evalyeicas amaviac, GAN’ ἕνα μόνον, nat αὖον σερι- 
nopavles καὶ ovyyenvies ὡς eberovio. In Gal. i. Opera, X. p. 971. (}.). 

ὃ Tavla wovla wepinopas amemndyoe καὶ ἀρχὴν te evalyehis lake ταυΐην.---Ἐν τῳ 
wevlenasbenaip sles Tibepss Καισαρίθ». Epiphanius, Her. xhi. Opera, I. p. 312. (P.) 
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by Luke, if he had not expressly maintained this, as we are 
informed by Tertullian, who, speaking of the two copies of 
Luke’s gospel, his own and Marcion’ s, says, ‘‘ I say that 
mine is the true copy, Marcion, that his is so. 1 affirm that 
Marcion’s copy is adulterated; he, that mine is so.”* He 
adds, that his own copy was the more ancient, because 
Marcion himself did for some time receive it. But this 
he might do till, on examination, he thought he saw suffi- 
cient reason to reject it. Cerinthus, Carpocrates and other 
early Gnostics rejected the history of the miraculous con- 
ception, as well as Marcion and the Ebionites. 


CHAPTER IV. 


THE GNOSTICS WERE THE ONLY HERETICS IN 
EARLY TIMES. 


ly appears, from the evidence of all antiquity, that the 
Guostics were always considered by other Christians as 
heretics; and though there were some of them in the church of 
Corinth, and also in that of Ephesus, and other churches at 
first, they either soon separated themselves from the com- 
munion of other Christians, or were expelled from it; so 
that when the apostle John wrote, they were a distinct body 
of men, distinguished by peculiar names. It is easy to shew, 
from deedesinatical history, not only that the Gnostics were 
considered as heretics, but that they were the only persons 
who were considered in that light for two or three centuries 
after Christ. But before [ enter on the proof of this, it may 
not be amiss to make a few observations relating to heresy, 
and the ideas of the ancients concerning it. 


SECTION I. 
Of Heresy m general. 


Heresy properly signifies a division, or separation, and 
therefore was used to express a part detached from a large 
body of men. In this case, the larger body, or majority, 
would, of course, entertain an unfavourable opinion of them; 


* “Ego meum dico verum, Marcion suum. Ego Marcionis affirmo adulteratum, 
Marcion meum.” Adv. Marcionem, L. iv. C. iv. p.415. ““ Quod vero pertinet ad 
evapgelium interim Lucze—adeo antiquius Marcione est ut et ipse illi Marcion ali- 
quando crediderit.” Ibid. (P.) 
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but the minority, without denying that they were heretics, 
or the minority, would not think themselves subject to any 
just opprobrium on that account. Thus, while the Christians 
were the minority among the Jews, and were consequently 
considered as heretics, Paul says, Acts xxiv. 14, ‘ After the 
way which they call heresy, so worship I the God of my 
fathers.” * As heretics, we also find that the Christians were 
cast out of the Jewish synagogues (which was a pattern for 
the Christian excommunications), and yet it appears that, 
for some time, ‘Christians were admitted into the synagogues, 
and allowed to preach and dispute in them. 

Thus we find it to have been the custom of Paul, in all 
his apostolical journeys, to begin with teaching in the Jewish 
synagogues, and that he continued so to do, till, on account 
of their coming to no agreement, he was either denied that 
liberty, or withdrew of his own accord, This was the case 
at Ephesus, where he first preached three months in the 
Jewish synagogue, but then left it, Acts xix. 8, 9: “ And 
he went into the synagogue, and spake boldly for the space 
of three months, disputing and persuading the things 
concerning the kingdom of God. But when divers were 
hardened, and believed not, but spake evil of that way before 
the multitude, he departed from them, and separated the 
disciples, disputing (or discoursing) daily in the school of 
one Tyrannus.” 

In lke manner, when the Gnostics began to distinguish 
themselves, and to be troublesome in christian churches, in 
which they had been tolerated for a time, they either sepa- 


* « The word αἵρεσις (heresy) ἴῃ Greek writers is of a middle nature, and signi- 
fies the embracing any particular set of opinions, either good or bad. Diogenes 
Laertius says, the ancient moralists were distinguished into ten aiperess or sects. 
And a little after, speaking of ‘the Pyrrhonists, he says, some allow them to be 
aiperiy, a heresy or sect, and others not, according to their different notion of that 
word. Which some defined to be—ryy λοίῳ τιν: κατὰ τὸ φαινόμενον axoreberay, ἢ 
δοκεσαν axorebeay'—that which follows a certain scheme according to the appearance of 
things, or which seems to follow it. But others—npockdicw ev δοίμασιν, axorebsay 
exaciy'—the embracing a set of decrees (or doctrines) consequent upon one another. 
(Proem. Segm. 20.) To which latter definition Clemens Alexandrinus adds,—and 
tending to happiness of life (προς to εὖ Zyy cwyteweca.) Strom. L. viii. And thus 
‘Cicero uses the word heresis in speaking of Cato, when he says (Paradox. 1), ‘In 
ea est heresi, que nullum sequitur florem orationis'—meaning the sect or heresy of 
the Stoics. 

«“ The word aipetixos is seldom to ‘be met with, except in ecclesiastical writers. 
But Suidas, applying it to philosophers, juses it in the same indifferent sense with 
αἵρεσις. For describing the Pyrrhonists (in voce ΠΠυρρωνειοι), he calls them αἱρετικοι 
(heretics) —who, embracing the opinions of Pyrrho, were so called from their master. 
in the New Testament this word is used but once, and that in an il! sense; but if 
there had been any occasion for introducing it thus, no good reason can be assigned 
why it might not have been used (as it is by Suidas) in an indifferent sense.” Foster's 
Answer to Stebbing, 1735, pp. 17, 18, Note. 
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rated of themselves, or were expelled. Paul tolerated them 
for some time at Corinth, and only gave orders for the ex- 
communication of the incestuous person, who is generally 
supposed to have been at the head of that party in the place; 
and at Fk phesus, he contented himself with excommunicating 
‘‘ Hymeneeus and Alexander,” 1 Tim. i. 90. As Hymenezus 
denied the resurrection, as appears from 2 Tim, il. 18, it is 
probable that Alexander did so too, and therefore that they 
were both excommunicated as Gnostics. 

Paul’s directions to Titus were general and decisive. 
requiring him to reject heretics after the first or second 
admonition only; having perhaps, from a more perfect know- 
ledge of their character, and a longer acquaintance with their 
conduct, found that there was but little prospect of con- 
vineing them, and therefore thought that the sooner they 
were entirely separated from the society of Christians the 
better. That they were Gnostics, and Gnostics only, con- 
cerning whom he gave these directions, is clear from the 
context, which I shall therefore recite, Titus iii. 9—11: 
*« But avoid foolish questions, and genealogies, and conten- 
tions, and strivings about the law, for they are unprofitable 
and vain. A man that is a heretic, after the first and second 
» admonition, reject, knowing that he that is such, is subverted, 
and sinneth, being condemned of himself.” He here pro- 
bably alludes to the profligacy of some of the Gnosties, 
which he imagined they could not but themselves think to 
be blameable. As to mere opinions, no person can actually 
hold any one, and at the same time think it to be wrong, so 
as to condemn himself for holding it; and indeed those 
practices which men really think to be justified by their opi- 
nions, they must themselves consider as innocent, whatever 
others may think of them. 

With respect to doctrines, this is a piece of justice that 
Evagrius very candidly does to the heretics, after the separa- 
tion had continued a long time. ἧς No heretics,” he says, 
** meant to blaspheme, but all thought their opinion to be 
preferable to that of those who went before them.” * 

In the time of the apostle John, the Gnostics seem to 
have been entirely separated from the church ; and it should 
seem that they had generally retired of their own accord, as 
may be collected from 1 John 11. 19: ‘‘ They went out from 
us, but they were not of us; for if they had been of us, 


“Καὶ eden ᾿αϑυναὔων τῶν αΐρεσεις mapa Xpis savory elevpynilay τορω]οΐυπὼς βλασφημεῖν 
ηθέλησεν, ἢ αἴμασαι τὸ Sesv v rpedien siabalelvener: ἀλλὰ μαλλον ὑπολαμβάνων κρεῖσσον 
τϑ φθασανῖος λεγειν εἰ rode πρεσξευσει. Hist. L. i. C.xi. p. 263. (P.) ' 
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they would, no doubt, have continued with us; but they 
went out, that they might be made manifest that they were 
not all of us.” That these persons were Gnostics, is evident 
from the context. For in the verse preceding he had spoken 
of there being many Antichrists, and in ver. 22 he. had 
defined Antichrist to be one who denied that Jesus is the 
Christ, which is well known to be a Gnostic doctrine. 

It appears, -however, from the book of Revelation, that 
there were exceptions in this case, and that Gnostics were 
not absolutely excluded from all churches. There were 
Nicolaitans in the church of Pergamos, as well as others 
who did not come under that particular denomination ; for 
the Gnostics were very early divided into a variety of sects 
and parties. Such persons also there were in the church of 
Thyatira, Rev. 11. 14, 15, 90. As Christians had no creeds 
in those days, any person openly professing Christianity might 
be a member of a christian church; and if he did not make 
himself troublesome by propagating offensive opinions, would 
certainly be allowed to continue in it. For this has been 
the case in all ages. Afterwards the creed to which every 
person gave his assent at baptism, was so framed as purposely 
to exclude the Gnostics, and then the separation was com- 
plete, as will be shewn in its proper place. 

In later times, when there was a still greater diversity of 
opinion among Christians, the definition of a heretic came 
to be much more difficult, as is acknowledged by Austin. 
“ς Every error,’ he says, ‘‘ is not heresy, though all heresy, 
which consists in vice, must be an error.. What it is, there- 
fore, that makes a heretic, cannot, I think, be strictly defined, 
or at least not without difficulty.” * 

At length, the rule in which Christians acquiesced with 
the most satisfaction, was to define that to be orthodox which 
was received in those great churches which had been founded 
by the apostles, such as those of Rome, Antioch and Jeru- 
salem. lIrenzus strongly urges this topic, saying, that the 
Valentinians were not before Valentinus, nor the Marcionites 
before Marcion, &c.t This is the short method taken by 
Tertullian, in his treatise De Prescriptione, the great prin- 


* « Non enim omnis error heresis est, quamvis omnis hzresis qu in vitio po- 
nitur, nisi errore aliquo hzeresis esse non possit. Quid ergo faciat hereticum, 
regulari quadam definitione comprehendi sicut ego existimo, aut omnino non potest, 
aut difficillimé potest.” Index He@resium, Pref, Opera, VI. p.11. (P.) 

+ “ Ante Valentinum enim non fuerunt, qui sunt 4 Valentino; neque ante Mar- 
cionem erant, qui sunt ἃ Marcione; neque omnino erant reliqui sensus maligni, 
quos supra enumeravimus, antequam initiatores et inventores, perversitatis eorum 
fierent.” L. iii. C. iv. p. 206. (P.) 
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ciple of which is thus briefly expressed by himself: ‘ That 
is the true faith which is the most ancient, and that a cor- 
ruption which is modern.”* But then to determine what 
was ancient, and what was modern, he appeals to the tenets 
of those churches, or rather the bishops and clergy of those 
churches, at that time, without considering what changes 
had, in a course of time, been gradually and insensibly intro- 
duced into them.+ In this manner, however, heresy and 
novelty came to be considered as synonymous. Thus the 
term xaivorouie seems to be used by Athanasius.t Without 
attending to this circumstance, we shall often be misled in 
reading ecclesiastical history. For it is not unusual with 
historians to speak of an opinion as new, when they them- 
selves have said that it was adopted from some other person. 
Of this I shali, in its place. give several instances. 

In Jater times, heresy came to be distinguished from schism 
by the former signifying a wrong opinion, and the latter an 
actual separation from the communion of the catholic church, 
though on any other account. Thus Jerome defines the 
words. ὃ 

As the great body of Gnostics had no communion with 
the catholic church, this very want of communion, on the 
principle above-mentioned, was alleged as a decisive argu- 
ment against them. ‘ Heretics,” says Tertullian, “ have 
nothing to do with our discipline. The very want of com- 
munion with us shews that they are foreign to us.” || 
‘** When heresies and schisms rose afterwards,” says Cyprian, 
“they set up separate conventicles to themselves, and left 
the head and origin of truth.” And again, ‘ If heretics 
are Christians, why are they not in the church of God?” ** 


* « Id esse verum quodcumgue primum; id esse adulterum, quodcumque poste- 
vius.” Ad. Prax. Sect.i. p.501. (P.) 

+ “ Quid autem preedicaverint, id est, quid illis Christus revelaverit, et hic pre- 
scribam non aliter probari debere, nisi per easdem ecclesias, quas ipsi apostoli cun- 
diderunt, ipsi eis praedicando, tam viva, quod aiunt voce, quam per epistolas postea. 
Si hec ita sunt, constat proinde omnem doctrinam, quz cum illis ecclesiis aposto- 
licis, matricibus et originalibus fidei conspiret, veritati deputandam: sine dubio 
tenentem quod ecclesia ab apostolis, apostoli ἃ Christo, Christus 4 Veo accepit,” 
De Praseriptione, Sect. xxi. p. 209. (P.) 

1 As wy exbadrrclas μὲν εἰκοΐως ἡ Te Σαμοσαΐεως καινοτομία. Can. Sabel, Opera, I. 
p. 654. (P.) 

'§ “ Inter hzresim et schisma hoc interesse arbitramur, quod beresis perversum 
dogma habeat: schisma propter episcopalem dissentionem ab ecclesia pariter se- 
paret.” Opera, Vi. p. 209. (P.) 

|| “ Heretici autem nullum habent cousortium nostre Gisciplinze, quos extraneos 
utique testatur ipsa ademptio communicationis.'’ De Baptismo, Sect. xv. p.230. (P.) 

4 “Εἰ cum hereses et schismata post modum nata sunt dum conyenticula sibi 
diversa constituunt, veritatis caput atque originem reliquerunt.” Opera, p. 112. (P.) 

** “ Heretici Christiani sunt, an non? Si Christiani sunt; cur in ecclesia Dei non 
sunt?” Ibid. p. 234, (P.) 

VOL. VI. [9] 
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Heretics are also spoken of as out of the church, by Eusebius.* 
“ Dionysius,” says Athanasius, “ was no heretic, because 
he did not separate himself from the church.” + ‘ It seemed 
proper,” says Basil, ‘“ from the beginning, to reject heretics 
entirely.”t ‘* Every heretic,” says Jerome, “is born in the 
church, but is cast out of the church, and fights against 
the church.”§ Austin also says, ‘‘ As soon as any heresy 
existed, it separated itself from the catholic church.” || 

This being the case, according to the uniform testimony 
of all antiquity, in every period of it, it may be safely con- 
cluded, that though numbers of quiet people, whose opinions 
were sufficiently known to be heretical, might continue in 
communion with the church, yet that the majority must 
have been such as were not deemed heretics; especially as 
all persons had equal liberty to retire, and set up separate 
places of worship, and the temptation to continue in the 
church was not great. Since, therefore, there were no sepa- 
rate places of worship for Christians of any denomination, 
besides either those who were termed Catholics, or those 
who were called Gnostics, under some name or other, it may 
be safely concluded, that in these early times none could be 
deemed heretics besides the Gnostics. 

When bodies of men distinguish themselves so much as 
to form separate places of assembly, they will of course be 
much talked of, and thence will arise a necessity of giving 
them some name, by which they may be distinguished from 
other classes of men. The purpose of discourse and writing 
will make this unavoidable; because it is inconvenient fre- 
quently to use periphrases and long descriptions of persons 
or things. Accordingly, the disciples of Christ had not long 
been known as a separate body of men, before they were 
distinguished by the name of Nazarenes, from Nazareth, of 
which place Jesus was, and then by that of Christians. 

As the Gentile Christians used a different language from 
the Jewish, and of course held separate assemblies, and on 


* Tavra ta δογματα ade os εξω τῆς ἐκκλησιᾶς αἱρετικοι ἐτολμήσαν αποφηνασίσαι Bore. 
Hist. L.v. C. “ep ῥ᾽ 238. ¢P:) : ᾿ : ss μα. 

A Μηδὲ avt@ ὡς αἵρεσιν εκδικων εξηλδε τῆς ἐχχλησιας. De Sententia Dionysii, 
Opera, I. p. ὅδο. (P.) | 

nd Aipecess μὲν τὸς WAayTEAwS ὠπερρηγμέενδε, καὶ κατ᾿ aUT YY THY Wis ἀπηλλοτριωμενθς" 
εδοξε τοινυν τοῖς εξ ἀρχῆς τὸ μὲν τῶν αἷἵρετικων τταντελως ἀϑετησαι. Ad Amphiloch. Ep. 
Opera, III. p.20. (}.) 

§ “ Omnis enim heereticus nascitur im ecclesia, sed de ecclesia projicitur, et con- 
tendit et pugnat contra parentem.” In Jerem. xxii. 1V. p. 277. (P.) 

|| ** Statim enim unaqueeque heeresis ut existebat, et ἃ congregatione Catholic# 
pauan exibat,” &e. De Baptismo, contra Donatistas, L. v. C. xix. VII. 
Pp. ° . ς 
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other accounts had little communication with them, the 
latter came soon to be distinguished by a peculiar name, viz, 
that of Ebzonetes, which was probably given them by their 
unbelieving Jewish brethren, or that of Nazarenes, which, 
not being any longer used in Greek, as synonymous to Chris- 
tians, but retained by the Jews, was not wanting to distin- 
guish the Gentile Christians. 

For similar reasons, the Gnostics were soon distinguished 
by a variety of peculiar names, as Nicolaitans, Cerinthians, 
&c., insomuch that other Christians having no other name, 
this circumstance alone came to be considered as a proof 
that all those who were known by these peculiar names were 
not Christians. It may, therefore, be taken for granted, 
that all bodies of men who had no peculiar names by which 
they were distinguished, were, in those early times, consi- 
dered as orthodox Christians ; and this was the case with all 
the Unitarians among the Gentiles, at the same time that 
they are allowed to have been even the majority of the un- 
learned among them. But of this hereafter. 

A person disputing with a Marcionite says, ‘“* How can 
you be a Christian, who bear not the name ; for you are not 
ealled a Christian, but a Marcionite?”* Athanasius also 
argues, that ““ Arians are not Christians, because they bear 
his name, and not that of Christ.” + Chrysostom, teaching 
how to distinguish the Catholics from others, says, that 
“ Heretics have some persons from whom they are called. 
According to the name of the heresiarch, so is the sect. 
But no man has given us a name, but the faith itself.”’+ 
Again, he says, ‘‘ Were we ever separated from the church ὃ 
Have we heresiarchs? Have we any name from men; as 
Marcion gave his name to some, Manes his to others, and 
Arius his to a third part?”§ Tertullian says, “ If they be 
heretics, they cannot be Christians.” || 

I shall now proceed to prove, by a great mass of evidence, 
that the Gnostics were in fact considered as the only heretics 

* Thus εἰ Χριςίανος, ὃς ede ovo Xoicrava καταξιωσαι pepe’ 8. γαρ Χριςίωνος ονομοζει 
αλλα Μαρκιωνισΐης; Origen, Contra Marcionites, p.12. (P.) 

ἡ Xpcvavn ἐσμεν καὶ uarhaueta. ‘Os de ye τοις αἱρετικοις anorstavrec, κῶν μυρίος δια- 
Boxes εχωσιν, GAA πάντως τὸ ὀνομώ τῷ τὴν αἷρεσιν εφευροντοὸς φερεσιν, arches τελευτῆς 
σαντος Apesz. Contra Arianos, Orat. i. Opera, L. p.309. (P.) 

ὦ Ἐκεινοι eyeoi twas ap wy καλενται, αὐτῷ τῷ alpersapye, δηλόνοτι τὸ ovary καὶ 
ἐχασίη αἱρεσις ὁμοιως". way ἡμιν ἀνὴρ μεν δδεις εδωχεν ἧμιν ὄνομα, ἡ de wists αυτή. In 
Acta Apost. C.xv. Hom. xxxiii. VIII. p. 680. (P.) 

§ My yap απεσχισμεῖα τῆς ἐκκλησίας" μή γὰρ αἱρεσιαρχας EXouey’ μή yao aoe” ἀνθρω- 
πων χαλεμεθα μὴ yap προηγεμενίθ» ἡμων τις ESI, women TY μὲν Μαρκίων, τῳ δὲ Maw- 
manos, τῳ δὲ Αρειος, τῳ Be ἄλλος τις αἵρεσεως ἀρχηγῷ». Ibid. p. 681, (P.) 


\|-“ St enim hzeretici sunt, Christiani esse non possunt.” De Preseriptione, Sect. 
XXKVIL p-215 (P.) 
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in early times; and it is particularly remarkable, that the 
term heretic and Gnostic had been so long used as synony- 
mous, that there are many instances of their being used as 
such, long after the Arians, Unitarians and others had been 
decreed to he heretics, which is a plain proof of the long- 
established use of that term. In the instances that [ shall 
produce, it will be exceedingly evident, that when the 
writers which I quote speak of heresy in general, the cir- 
cumstances of the discourse are such as admit of no other 
application of the term than to the Gnostics only. As this 
is an article of some importance, I shall produce a number 
of instances from writers of every period; and i can assure 
my readers, that 1 could have added greatly to the number 
of such quotations, if I had thought it necessary. 

I shali take the writers in the order of time; but in addi- 
tion to what | have already said concerning the apostles, 
and the notice that they have taken of the Gnostics, and 
especially concerning John, and the introduction to his 
gospel, | shall previously observe, that the oldest opinion on 
this subject, viz. that of Irenzeus, is in favour of my sup- 
position, that even, in the introduction to his gospel, he had 
a view to the Gnostics only; and by no means, as it was 
afterwards imagined, and to serve a particular hypothesis, per- 
petually insisted upon by the later fathers, to the Unitarians. 

Irenzeus, speaking of the Cerinthians and Nicolaitans, 
says, that “‘ John meant to refute them, and shew that there 
is only one omnipotent God, who made all things by his 
word, visible and invisible, in the introduction to his gospel.”* 
“ΝΟ heretics,’ he says, ‘“‘ hold that the word was made 
flesh.”+ Again, he says, “‘ John alludes to the Gnostics both 
in his gospel and in his epistle, and describes them by the 
name of Antichrist, and those who were not jn communion 
with Christians.” {+ The whole of these passages are well 


+ . 
_ worth the reader’s consideration. 


* « Omnia igitur talia circumscribere volens discipulus Domini, et regulam veri- 
tatis constituere in ecclesia quia est unus Deus omnipotens, qui per verbum suum 
omnia fecit, et visibilia, et invisibilia; significans quoque, quoniam per verbum, per 
quod Deus perfecit conditionem, in hoc et salutem his qui in conditione sunt, pra- 
stitit hominibus, sic inchoavit in ea que est secundum evangelium doctrina. In 
principio erat verbum.” L. iii. C. xi. p. 218. (P.) 

+ “ Secundum autem nullam seutentiam hereticorum, verbum Dei caro factum 
est.” Ibid. p. 219. (P.) 

1 “ Non ergo alterum filium hominis novit evangelium, nisi hunc qui ex Maria, 
qui et passus est: sed neque Christum avolantem ante passionem ab Jesu; sed hunc 
qui natus est, Jesum Christum novit Dei filium, et eandem hunc passum resurrexisse, 
guemadmodum Johannes Domini discipulus confirmat, diceus: Hzec autem scripta 
sunt, ut credatis quoniam Jesus est Christus Filius Dei, et ut credentes, vitam eternam 
habeatis in nomine ejus; providens has blasphemas regulas, que dividunt Dominum,- 
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He had the same idea with respect to the introduction of 
the gospel of Matthew. For, speaking of those who said 
that Jesus who was born of Mary was not the Christ, he says, 
“* The Holy Spirit, foreseeing their perverseness, and guarding 
against their artifice, said by Matthew, the generation of 
Christ was in this wise.” * . 5 

With respect to the apostle John, Clemens Alexandrinus 
had the same idea, when he said, that ‘* They are the Anti- 
christ, intended by John in his epistle, who reject marriage, 
and the procreation of children, being guilty of impiety to- 
wards the omnipotent Creator, the one God, that they may 
not be the authors of misery, and supply food for death.” + 
GEcumenius also says, that by Antichrist, John meant Ce- 
rinthus, and those who were like him.t He also says, that 
“ Peter, by those who follow the flesh, meant the accursed 
Nicolaitans, as the Gnostics, or Naasenes, or Cerdonians, 


for the mischief goes by many names.” § 
This, 1 doubt not, was the truth of the case ;. and if this 


apostle expressed so much indignation against the Gnostics, 


quantum ex ipsis attinet, ex altera et altera substantia dicentes eum factum. Propter 
quod et in epistola sua sic testificatus est nobis: Filioli, novissima hora est, et quem- 
admodum audistis quoniam Antichristus venit, nunc Antichristi multi facti sunt; 
unde cognoscimus quoniam novissima hora est. Ex nobis exierunt, sed non erant 
‘ex nobis; si enim fuissent ex nobis permansissent utique nobiscum: sed ut mani- 
festarentur quoviam non sunt ex nobis. Cognoscite ergo quoniam omne mendacium 
extraneum est, et non est de veritate. Quis est mendax, nisi qui negat quoniam 
Jesus non est Christus; hic est Antichristus.—Sententia enim eorum homicidialis, 
Deos quidem plures confingens, et patres multos simulans, comminuens autem et per 
multa dividens Filium Dei: quos et Dominus nobis cavere preedixit, et discipulus 
ejus Johanues in predicta epistola fugere eos preecepit, dicens: Multi seductores 
exieruvt in hunc mundum, qui non confitentur Jesum Christum in carne venisse. 
Hic est seductor et Antichristus. Videte eos, ne perdatis quod operati estis. Et 
rursus in epistola ait: Multi pseudoprophete exierunt de seculo. In hoc cognoscite 
Spiritum Dei. Omnis spiritus qui confitur Jesum Christum in carne venisse ex 
Deo est. Et omnis spiritus qui solvit Jesum Christum, non est ex Deo, sed ex 
Antichristo est. Heec autem similia sunt illi quod in evangelio dictum est, quoniam 
verbum caro factum est. Et habitavit in nobis. Propter quod rursus in epistola 
clamat. Omnis qui credit quia Jesus est Christus, ex Deo natus est; unum et eun- 
dem sciens Jesum Christum cui apertz sunt porte ceeli propter carnalem ejus 
assumpsiouem: qui etiam in eadem carne in quz passus eat, veniet, gloriam revelans 
Patris.” L. iii. C. xviii. pp. 241, 242. (P.) 

* “ Sed prevideus Spiritus Sanctus depravatores, et premuniens contra fraudu- 
lentiam eorum, per Matthzeum ait: Christi autem geueratio sic erat.” L. v. 
C. xviii. p. 289. (P.) 

T Toss δὲ εὐφημῶως δι᾿ eynoalesas ἀσεξϑσιν, εἰς τε τὴν Kliow καὶ Tov dyiov δημίθργον τὸν 
wavloxpalapa μόνον Θεὸν, καὶ διδασκδσι μὴ Sev wapadexerVar γαμον, και πταιδοποιιαν μηδε 
αν]εισαγειν τῷ κόσμῳ δυςυχησονῖας Erepac, μηδὲ επιχορήγειν τῷ δαναΐῳ τροβην" εκεινῶ 
λεκζεον" τπῦρωῖον μεν, τὸ τ ἀποςολβ ἴωαννθ, καὶ νυν Aviixossos πολλοι γεγονασιν. Strom. 
L. iii. p. 445. (Ρ.) 

t Tavio δὲ Σιμὼν ὃ avoring εἐλήρει, αλλὸν εἰναι τὸν ἴησϑν, καὶ arAov Tov ge Toy 
μεν ἴησθν, τὸν amo τῆς dying Mapas, τὸν de Χριςον, τὸν ἔπει τῷ ἴορδαν καταδαντα am’ 
cupawan, & τῳ ψευδει ovy περιπροτουμένος φησι τουτῳ οὗτος Ἀντιχριςος ες:. In 1 John iii. 
Opera, il. p. 573. (P.) 

ξ Λέγει δὲ σερι τῶν καταρατων Νικολαίτων, τοι Γνωςίκων, ἡ Ναασήνων, ἡ Κερδωγιανων, 
πολυώνυμος yap αντῶν ἡ Καχια. In 2 Pet. Opera, Il. p.542. (P.) 
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and the Gnostics only (for no hint is given of there being 
more than one heresy that gave him any disturbance), it is 
plain that the Unitarians, who were always considered as 
directly opposite to the Gnostics, gave him none. And yet 
not only the nature of the thing shews, that there must 
have been Unitarians in the church at that time, but it was 
expressly allowed by ali the fathers, that the church was 
full of them, most of them disbelieving even the miraculous 
conception. But this will be discussed more largely here- 
after. 


SECTION II. 
Of Heresy before Justen Martyr. 


Icnarius frequently mentions heresy and _ heretics, 
and, like John, with great indignation; but it is evident 
to every person who is at all acquainted with the his- 
tory, learning and language of those times, and of the 
subsequent ones, that he had no persons in his eye but 
the Gnostics only. I desire no other evidence of this, than 
a careful inspection of the passages. I shall recite only one 
of them. Speaking of his own sufferings, he says, ‘‘ he who 
was made a perfect man strengthening me. Whom some, 
‘not knowing, do deny, or rather have been denied by him, 
being the advocates of death rather than of the truth; whom 
neither the prophecies, nor the law of Moses, have persuaded, 
nor the gospel itself, even to this day, nor the sufferings of 
every one of us. For they think also the same things of us. 
For what does a man profit me, if he shall praise me, and 
blaspheme my Lord, not confessing that he was truly made 
man? Now he that doth not say this, does in effect deny 
him, and is in death. But for the names of such as do this, 
they being unbelievers, I thought it not fitting to write them 
unto you. Yea, God forbid that I should make any men- 
tion of them, till they shall repent, to a true belief of Christ’s 
passion, which is our resurrection. Let no man deceive him- 
self,’ &c.* He afterwards speaks of those persons abstain- 


* From the Epistle to the Smyrneans, Sect. iv. v. vi. in Wake's translation, p. 116. 
Tlavra ὕπομενω αὐτοῦ μὲ ενδυναμουντὸς Tov τελείου avSewmov γενομένου. “Ov τινες 
αγνουντες ἀρνουνται, μαλλον de ἠρνηϑησαν ὑπ᾽ αὐτου, οντες συνήγοροι τοῦ ϑανώτου μαΐλλον 
ἡ τῆς αληδειῶς, ους οὐκ emcioay ὧι τροφηται, ουδὲ ὃ νομος Μωυσεως, ἀλλα οὐδὲ μέχρι νυν 
τὸ evalyeruoy, ovde τὰ ἡμετερα τὸν xara aden warnuata καὶ γὰρ “ερι ἥμων τὸ Gute 
φρόνουσιν. Ts yup με ὠφελει τὶς, εἰ ee ἐπζέινει τὸν de Κυριον μου βλασῴφημει, μη ὁμολόγων 
αὐτὸν σαρκοφορον ; Ο de τοῦτο μη λέγων, τεέλειως αὑτὸν ἀπηργήητῶι, ὧν νεχροῴφορος, Τα de 
ονομώτα αὐτῶν, οντῶ amica οὐν. εδοξε μοι εἴγρωψαι" ἀλλα μηδὲ γενοιτο μοι ὠνυτῶν μνήμο- 
ae By τοῦ μετανοησωσί» εἰς TO WANs, ὃ ες» μων avasacis. Μηδεις WAHT 0» 
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ing ‘** from the eucharist, and from the public offices, because 
they confess not the eucharist to be the flesh of our Saviour 
Jesus Christ, which suffered for our sins, and which the 
Father, of his goodness, raised again from the dead.—It will, 
therefore,” he adds, “" become you to abstain from such per- 
sons, and not to speak with them, neither in private nor in 
public.” * . 

How like is this to the language of the apostle John, and 
how well they explain each other! Here we see the blas- 
phemy ascribed to the Gnostics, which Justin mentions, their 
separating themselves from the communion of Christians, their 
denying the resurrection, and their pride. Now, how came 
this writer, like John, never to censure the Unitarians, if he 
had thought them to be heretics ὃ Their conduct can only be 
accounted for on the supposition, that both himself and the 
apostle John were Unitarians, and that they had no idea of 
any heresies besides those of the different kinds of Gnostics. 

Pearson says, that Ignatius refers to the doctrine of the 
Ebionites in his epistle to Polycarp, and in those to the 
Ephesians, the Magnesians and the Philadelphians. But 1 
find no suchreferences in them, except perhaps in two passages 
which may easily be supposed to have been altered ; because, 
when corrected by a Unitarian, nothing is wanting to the 
evident purpose of the writer; whereas his censures of the 
Gnostics are frequent and copious ; so that no person can 
pretend to leave them out, without materially injuring the 
epistles. Indeed, the evidence that I shall produce of writers 
subsequent to Ignatius not considering Unitarians as heretics, 
affords a strong presumption that he did not consider them 
in that light, and therefore that any passages in his epistles 
which express the contrary must be spurious. 

Besides, there are in these epistles of Ignatius several things 
that are unfavourable to the doctrine of the divinity of Christ. 
Thus, to the Ephesians, he says, ““ How much more must 
I think you happy who are so joined to him (the bishop) as 
the church is to Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ to the Father, 
that so all things may agree in the same unity!” + To the 
Magnesians, he says, “ As, therefore, the Lord did nothing 


* Ευχαριςίας καὶ wporevyns ἀπέχονται, δια τὸ μη ὅμολογειν τὴν εὐχαρις αν σαρκα εἰναι 
τον Σωτηρος ἥμων ἴησου Χριςου, τὴν ὑπερ auactiwy ἡμων πταθουσαν, ἦν τῇ χρηφςότητι ὃ 
Πατὴρ ἤγειρεν. Πρεπον ov ecw ἀπέχεσδαι τῶν τοιουτων, καὶ μήτε κατ᾿ ἰδιαν ππερι αὐτῶν 
λαλειν, μητε κοινῃ. Ibid. p. 37. (P.) Sect. vii. Wake, p. 117. 

t Ποσὼω μαλλον ὑμας μακαρίζω τοὺς ἐγκεκράμενους ουτως, ὡς ἡ exnrnore ἴνσον Χριςτῳ, 
καὶ ὁ ἴησους Χριςος τῳ Πατρι, wa wavra ev evotets συμῴωνῶ ἢ. Sect. ν. po 183, (Ρὴ 
Wake, Ρ. 66. 
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without the Father, being united to him, neither by himself, 
nor yet by his apostles ; so neither do ye do any thing with- 
out your bishop and presbyters.” * 

What this excellent man said when he appeared before 
the emperor Trajan, was the language of a Unitarian: “* You 
err,” he said, ‘‘ in that you call the evil spirits of the Heathens, — 
gods. For there is but one God, who made heaven and earth, 
and the sea, and all that are in them; and one Jesus Christ, 
his only-begotten Son, whose friendship may I enjoy !”+ 

In Ignatius there is a passage which shews that the writer 
of it considered the Gnostics as out of communion with the 
church, and the only persons who were so. Speaking against 
heretics in general, he says, ‘‘ Be upon your guard against 
such, which you will do, if you be not puffed up, and do 
not separate yourselves from [God] Jesus Christ.” ἢ 

In the epistle of Polycarp, contemporary with Ignatius, 
written to the Philippians after his death, there are several 
references to heretics, especially the quotation | made from 
it, p. 103, which I wish the reader to look back to. In that 
passage, and in the others in which he alludes to heresy, it 
is evident he had no view to any besides the Gnostics ; as 
when he says, ‘“‘ Laying aside all empty and vain speech, 
and the error of many, believing in him that raised up our 
Lord Jesus Christ from the dead; but he that raised up 
Christ from the dead shall also raise us up in like manner.” § 

The account that Irenzus gives of Polycarp, contains 
little more than a declaration of the antipathy that he bore 
to the Gnostics, and his having taught a doctrine contrary to 
theirs. Among other things he says, “" that when he met 
Marcion, who asked him whether he would own him, he 
replied, I own you to be the first-born of Satan ;”’|| and that 
if he had heard of the heresy of which he was treating, 
which was that of Valentinus, he would have said, accord- 


* Qomep ovy ὃ Κυριος avev tov Πατρος οὐδὲν ἐποιῆσε, ἡνώμενος ὧν OUTE δ αὐτου, cute δια 
τῶν απὸς λων" οὑτῶως μηδε ὕμεις aver TOU ETITKOTIOY, καὶ τῶν τορεσξυτερων, μηδὲν πράσσετε. 
Sect. vii. ibid. (P.) Wake, p. 80. 

+ « Unus enim est Deus, qui fecit celum, et terram, mare, et omnia quz sunt in 
ipsis; et unus Jesus Christus, Filius ejus unigenitus, cujus amicitia fruar.” Coteleri: 
Patres, \. p.178. (P.) 

t dudrarlerde av τοῖς τοιδτοις" Tero Be esas vy μὴ φυσιδμενοις, καὶ BOW ἀχωριςοις 
[ca] Inoe Xpice. Ad Mag. Sect.ix. p. 24. (P.) . 

8. Απολιποντες τὴν κενὴν ματαιολογιᾶν, KA THY THY TOAAWY DAAYNY, Whe eVTAYTES εἰς τὸν 
ἐγειραντὰ τον ἴζυριον ἥμων ἴησδν Χριςον ex γεκρων----ὃ δὲ ἐγειρᾶς αὐτὸν EX νεκρων Kas Has 
eyepes. Sect. ii. p. 185. (P.) Wake, p. 52. 

|| Kes autos δὲ ὁ Πολυκαρπίθ» Μαρκίωνι more εἰς οψιν αὐτῷ ελϑοντι» Katt one Ἐπι- 
γινώσκεις ἦμας; ὠπεκριϑη, Ἐπιγινώσκω τὸν τῦρατοτοκον Te Σατανα. [1 111, C. iii. p.. 204. 


(P.) 
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ing to his custom, ‘ Good God, to what times hast thou 
reserved me, that 1 should hear such things !”’* 

The manner in which Polycarp inscribes his epistle is 
that of an Unitarian; ““ Mercy unto you and peace, from 
God Almighty, and the Lord Jesus Christ our Saviour, be 
multiplied.” Ὁ 

I shall consider the evidence for Hegesippus being an 
Unitarian more particularly hereafter. But, in this place, 
to take all the writers in the order of time, or nearly so, | 
shall produce two extracts from his works, preserved by 
Eusebius, in which a variety of denominations of Gnostics 
are mentioned as heretics; andsuch circumstances are added, 
as, exclusive of the consideration of his omitting the men- 
tion of the Ebionites, Nazarenes, or Unitarians of any kind, 
clearly shews that his idea was fixed to the Gnostics only. 

“ Hegesippus,” Eusebius says, ‘‘ wrote the history of the 
preaching of the apostles in five books. Conversing with 
many bishops in his journey to Rome, he found the same 
doctrine with them all.—The church of Corinth continued 
in the right faith till their bishop Primus.—Hitherto,” 1. e. 
till the time of Simon, bishop of Jerusalem, ‘* the church 
remained a virgin, for it was not corrupted with absurd doc- 
trines. But first Thebuthis, because he was not a bishop, 
began to corrupt it, being one of the seven heresies, himself 
being of the laity, of whom were the Simonians from Simon, 
Cleobians from Cleobius, Dositheans from Dositheus, Gor- 
thens from Gorthzus, and the Masbotheans. From them 
came the Menandrians, the Marcionites, the Carpocratians, 
the Valentinians, the Basilidians, and the Saturnilians ; each 
of them preaching their different doctrines. From them 
came false Christs, and false prophets, who divided the unity 
of the church with corrupt doctrines against God, and against 


his Christ.” ἢ 


* Kau δυναμαι Siapaplupactas ἐμπροσδὲν τῷ Bes ὅτι εἰ τὶ τοιβῆον αχήχοει exesvas ὃ 
μακάριος και «ποςφόλικος wperbuiepes’ avaxpabas av, και ἐμῴραξας τα wia avila, και καῖα 
τὸ συνηθες εἰπων᾿ Ὦ καλε Θεε, εἰς oles μὲ καιρες τεϊερηκᾶς, wa Telwy ἀνεχωμαι" πεφειγοι 
ἂν καὶ τὸν Tomo ἐν ᾧ χαθεζομιενος ἡ εςτως τῶν τοιϑΐων ὠκήχοει λογων. Eliste ον ἐν xX. 
p- 239. (P.) 

+ Ἐλεος ὕμιν, καὶ εἰρηνήη, waa Bee wavicupalopes, καὶ Κυρια Ince Xpice re Σωϊηρῶν» 
ἡμων, πληϑυνϑειν.. P. 184. (P.) Wake, p. 51. 

1 Ὁ μεν εν Ἡγησιππθ», ev wevle τοις εἰς ἡμας ελεσιν ὑπομνημᾶσι, τῆς Dias γνωμης 
wanperalny μνημὴν χα]αλελοιπεν. Ἐν οἷς δηλοι, ὡς πλειςοις ἐπισκόποις συμίξειεν, ἀποδη- 
ay ςειλάμενος μέχρι Ῥωμης" καὶ ὡς ὅτι τὴν αὐην Wapa wavlay πταρειληφε διδασκαλίαν. 

Καὶ ἐπέμενεν ἡ ἐκχλησια ἡ Κορινθίων ev τῷ ορθῳ λόγῳ, μέχρι ΤίριμΒ επισχοπευονῆος εν 
Κορινθῳ.---Δια τεῖο ἐκαλὲν τὴν ἐχχλήσιαν παρθενον" amw yap εφθαρῖο ἀκοαῖς μαΐαιαις" 
αρχεῖαι Be ὁ Θεθεθις δια τὸ μη yever das αὖον ἐπίσκοπον, ὑποφθειρειν, ἀπο τῶν enla αἱρεσέων, 
wy καὶ avlog ἣν ev τῷ λαφ' ad’ ὧν Σιμὼν, ὅθεν δι Σιμωνιανοι" καὶ Κλεοδιος, ὧθεν Κλεο- 
διανοι" καὶ Δοσίθεος, θεν Δοσιθιανοι" καὶ Γορθαιος, θεν Γορθηωνοι, και Μασξωθαιοι, Ὅθεν 
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What could this writer mean by those who divided the 
unity of the church, (which, in his time, the Gnostics only 
did, and the Unitarians certainly did not,) by the false 
Christs, and especially the doctrine against God, but the 
tenets of the Gnostics only? Corrupt doctrine against 
Christ is a more ambiguous expression; but the false notions 
of the Gnostics concerning Christ were as conspicuous as 
any of their doctrines, and are most particularly noticed by 
John. 

The other extract from this writer is no less to my pur- 
pose. ‘ Till this time,” viz. the time of Trajan, ““ Hege- 
sippus says, that the church continued a virgin uncorrupted ; 
those who corrupted its doctrines, if they then existed, 
concealing themselves. But when the holy choir of the 
apostles was dead, and all that generation who were favoured 
with their divine instructions, then the system of atheistical 
error commenced, through the deceits of the heterodox ; 
who, when none of the apostles were remaining, with open 
face undertook to oppose their knowlege, falsely so called, 
to the preaching of the truth.”* What could be meant by 
atheistical errors, and by knowledge falsely so called, but 
the principles of the Gnostics? No characters of any sect 
in ecclesiastical history are more clearly marked than these. 
In later times, indeed, almost every erroneous opinion was 
called atheistical, but it was not so in that early age; and 
knowledge falsely so called, is as descriptive of the Gnostics 
as if they had been mentioned by name. 


SECTION III. 
Of Heresy according to Justin Martyr. 


ConTEMPORARY with Hegesippus was Justin Martyr, 
the first writer that can be proved to have advanced the 


amo τϑῆων Μενανδριανις-αι, και Mapniovicat, και Kaproxpalavos’ και Βαλεν,νιανοι, και 
Βασιλειδιανοι, καὶ Σα]ορνιλιανοι" exacos ἰδιως και ἕτερως ἰδίαν δοξαν τσαρεισηγαγεν. Axo 
τϑῆων ψευδοχριςτοι" Werdorpoprylas ψευδαποςολοι" δι τινες ἐμερισαν τὴν ἕνωσιν τῆς ἐκκλήσιας 
Δα ΤᾺ λογοις wala τῇ Θεὲ, καὶ καῆα te Xpice avie. Hist. L. ἵν. C.xxiv. pp. 182, 
ΚΟ. δ 

* Em τεῆοις ὁ aviog ἀνὴρ διηγθμενος ta καῖα τας δηήλϑμενδς, ἐπιλέγει ὡς ἀρῶ μέχρι τῶν 
tole χρονων τσάρθενος καθαρα καὶ adscupBopoc ἐμεινεν ἡ ἐκκλησία ev ἀδήλῳ we σκοῖει φολευ- 
ovloov eres Tole, τῶν εἰ nas τινες ὕπηρχον, τταραφθειρειν επιχειρδνίων τὸν ὕγιη κανονα τὰ 
σώὔηριθ κηρυγμαῖος. Ὡς δ᾽ ὁ ἵερος των ἀποςτολων χορος διαφορον εἰλήφει τα Bre τελος, τσαρε- 
ληλυθει τε ἡ γένεα εχεινὴ τῶν arias anoats τῆς ἐνθεθ σοφιᾶς ἐπακδσαι καϊηξιωμενων, 
τηνικαυῖα τῆς abes wrayys τὴν apyny ἐλαμδανεν ἡ συςασις, δια τῆς τῶν ἑτεροδιδασκαλων 
cals δι καὶ ale μηδενος εἶ, των ἀποςτολων λειπόμενθ, γυμνῇ λοιπὸν dn τῇ κεφαλῃ, τῷ 
τῆς ἀληδϑειας κηρυγμαῖι τὴν ψευδωνυμον γνωσιν αν]ικηρυτῆειν emeryepav. Εἰ 56 1} Hist. 
L. iii. C. xxxii, Ρ. 128. (P. 
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doctrine of the permanent personification of the logos, of 
which a full account will be given hereafter. He had occa- 
sion to mention both the Unitarians and the Gnostics. The 
former, as | shall shew in its proper place, he mentions with 
respect, and a tacit apology for differing from them, even 
from those who believed that Christ was the son of Joseph, 
as well as of Mary. But the manner in which he speaks 
of the Gnostics is very different indeed from this. The 
apostle John himself does not express .a greater abhorrence 
of their principles. | He speaks of them as fulfilling our Sa- 
viour’s prophecy, that there should be false Christs and false 
prophets (the very language of Hegesippus above-mentioned) 
who should deceive many. One of the passages is as fol- 
lows : 

*« There are, and have been, many persons, who, pretend- 
ing to be Christians, have taught to say and do atheistical 
and blasphemous things, and they are denominated by us 
from the names of the persons whose doctrines they hold, 
(for some of them blaspheme the Maker of the universe, 
and him who was by him foretold to come as the Christ, 
and the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, in one way, and 
others in another,) with whom we have no communication, 
knowing them to be atheistical, wicked and impious persons, 
who, instead of reverencing Jesus, confess him in name only. 
They call themselves Christians, in the same manner as those 
among the Heathens inscribe the name of God on the work 
of their own hands, and defile themselves with wicked and 
atheistical rites. Some of them are called Marcionites, some 
Valentinians, some Basilidians, some Saturnilians, and 
others go by other names, each from their peculiar tenets ; 
in the same manner as those who addict themselves to philo- 
sophy are denominated from the founders of their respective 
sects. And, as I have said, Jesus, knowing what would 
come to pass after his death, foretold that there would be 
such men among his followers.” * 


* E:cwy ey uae evyevovls, ὦ φιλο; avdpec, πολλοι, δι aden καὶ βλασφημα λέγειν καὶ 
πρατῆειν εδιδαξαν, ev ονομαῖ, re Ince προσελίονῖες" καὶ εἰσιν Ud’ ἥμων amo τῆς τοροσωνυ- 
μιας των ανδρων εξ περ exacln διδαχη καὶ γνωμὴ ἡρξαῖο" (αλλοι yap κατ᾽ αλλον τρόπον 
βλασφημειν tov wornlyy των ὅλων, καὶ τὸν Up avila τοροφηϊευομιενον ελευσεσῖζαι Χριςον, καὶ 
τὸν Θεὸν ASpaau, καὶ ἴσχακ καὶ Ἰακωξ, διδασκεσιν" wy ede κοινωνθμεν, δὲ γνωρίζονῆες 
αδεθς καὶ ἀσεξεις, καὶ adines καὶ ἄνομος avles ὑπαρχονΊας, καὶ avi re τὸν Icey σεξειν, 
ονομαῖι μόνον ὁ μολογειν᾽ καὶ Χριτιανθς ἑαυῖθς heyeriv, ον τρόπον, δι ev τοις εὔνεσι τὸ ογομὰ 
τῷ Gee exvypahect τοις χειροποιήΐοις, καὶ ἀνόμοις καὶ aden τελεῆαις κοινονεσι") καὶ εἰσιν 

wy ds μὲν tives καλθμενοι Μαρκιᾶνοι, ὧι be Βαλενζινεανοι, ὧι be Βασιλιδιᾶνοι, δι δὲ 
Σαϊορνίλιανοι, καὶ αλλοι αλλῳ ὀνομαῖι, ἀπὸ τῇ apynyele τῆς γνωμῆς ἐχώςος», ὀνομαζομενος--: 
ὡς χαὶ εκ τϑῆων ἡμεις-ττον ἴησεν καὶ τῶν μετ᾽ αὐ͵ων γενησομένων πτρογνωςν ἐπιςαμενα. 
Dial. p. 208. (P.) 
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He must be entirely unacquainted with ecclesiastical 
history who can imagine that any of the characters here 
mentioned are descriptive of any other class of men than 
the Gnostics. For they were persons whose tenets were 
deemed athezstical, who went by the names of certain leaders, 
who are particularly specified, all of them known to be 
Gnostics, and they were not in communion with the catholie 
church. 

The other passage is to the same purpose. After speaking 
of some who held the true Christian doctrine, he adds, ‘* For 
I have shewn you that there are some who call themselves 
indeed Christians, but are atheistical and wicked heretics, 
teaching blasphemous, atheistical and stupid doctrines. If 
you compare them with those who are called Christians, 
they will not agree with them, but dare to blaspheme the 
God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob; 
who also say, that there is no resurrection of the dead, but 
that immediately after death souls are received into heaven. 
Do not take these to be Christians.” * 

Had the writer expressly said that the persons he was 
describing were Gnostics, and Gnostics only, he could not 
have spoken more plainly than he has done, especially in 
saying that they denied the resurrection, which none but 
Gnostics ever did, but which was done by all Gnostics 
without exception. If any person can think otherwise, J 
scruple not to say, that he has not the smallest tincture of 
that kind of knowledge which is requisite to qualify him for 
judging in these matters. It may be safely concluded, there- 
fore, that, in the opinion of Justin, there were no heretics 
besides the Gnostics ; and he does not appear to spare any 
whom he thought deserved the name of heretics, and were 
not in communion with the catholic church. 

Lastly, 1 would observe, that it is after giving an account 
of Simon, Menander and Marcion, known Gnostics, and 
without any allusion to Unitarians, that Justin mentions his 
writing a treatise against all heresies.t 


* Tes yap Aeyouevas μεν Xpicsaves, ovlas de avees, nas ἀσεξεις aiperiwlas, OTs kala 
wavla βλασῴφημα, και aten, καὶ avoyyla διδασκδσιν εἐδηλωσα σοι.---- ἘΠῚ yap καὶ συνεξαλεῖε 
ὕμεις τισι λεγοόμενοις Χριςιανοις, και Talo μη ἃἁμολογεσιν, ἀλλα και βλασφημεῖν τολμωσιν, 
τὸν Θεὸν Αἕρααμ, καὶ τὸν Θεὸν Ioaan, καὶ Tov Θεὸν Ιακωξ, δι καὶ λεγϑβσιν μὴ εἰναι νεκρων 
AVASATIY, GAN dua τω amodynone Tas ψυχὰς avlwy αναλαμξανεσθαι εἰς τὸν ϑρανον" μὴ 
vrorabyle αὐ͵ος Χριςιανδς. Dial. Ρ. 811. (P.) The opinion here ascribed to these 
heretics, has been maintained, in later times, by several learned and pious Christians. 
See Vol. II. p. 355, Note. 

+ Apol. 1. p.44. (P.) 

=e 
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SECTION IV. 
Of Heresy according to Ireneus. 


πεν εῦβ, who wrote a very large work on the subject of 
heresy, forty or fifty years after the time of Justin, and in a 
country where it is probable there were fewer Unitarians than 
where Jusiin lived, again and again characterizes heretics in 
such a manner, as makes it evident that even he did not 
consider any other class of men as properly entitled to that 
appellation besides the Gnostics. He expresses great dislike 
of the Ebionites; but though he appears to have known 
none of them besides those who denied the miraculous con- 
ception, he never directly calls them heretics, and he takes 
no notice at all of any genéede Unitarians, though it will 
appear that they composed the majority of the common 
people, among Christians. 

In the introduction to his work it is exceedingly evident, 
that Irenzeus had no view to any persons whatever besides 
the Gnostics ; for he mentions. their distinguishing opinions, 
and no others, speaking of them as “" drawing men off from 
him that made and governs the world, as if they had some- 
thing higher and greater to shew than he who made the 
heavens and the earth, and all things therein, and as holding 
blasphemous and impious opinions.” * 

Irenzeus considered Simon Magus as the person from whom 
all heresies sprung,t which was an opinion universally 
received in the Christian church, and a proof that he thought 
no other opinions to be properly heretical besides those 
which might have been derived from him. But his doctrines 
were those of the Gnostics, and so directly opposite to those 
of the Unitarians, that they were never considered as having 
the same source. It is likewise a proof of Irenzus consi- 
dering the Gnostics as the only proper heretics, that, speak- 
ing of heretics in general, as foretold in the Scriptures, he 
says that, “ though they come from different places, and 
teach different things, they all agree in the same blasphemy 
against the Maker of all things, and derogating from the 


"Ὡς ὑψηλοῖερον τι καὶ μειζον exovles επιδειξαι τῷ τὸν epavoy, καὶ τὴν γὴν, Kar Tavla τα 
ἐν αὐῇοις ππεποιήκοος Oca" weitavas μὲν ἐπαγόμενοι Oia Aoywy Texyns τὸς ἀχεραιθς εἰς τὸν 
τὸ Cylew τρόπον, ἀπιδανως δὲ ἀπολλενῖες aries ev τω βλασῴφημον, και aceby τὴν γνωμὴν 
pric κα]ασκευαζειν εἰς τὸν Anusepyov, μηδε ev TH διακρινεῖν δυνάμενον To Ψευδὸς ἀπὸ τὰ 
aryvas. (Ρ. 

Pes Bs ec Samaritanus, ex quo universe hereses substiterunt, habet hujus- 
modi sectee materiam.” [μι]. C.xx. p.94. L, iii, Pref. p.198. (P.) 
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salvation of men.”* He likewise says, that ““ the doctrine 
of Valentinus comprehended all heresies; + that by overturn- 
ing his system, all heresy is overturned ;”+ that ‘ they all 
blasphemed in supposing the Maker of all things to be an 


evil being; and that they blasphemed our Lord, dividing 


Jesus from the Christ.”§ It could never have been said by 
any person, that the doctrine of Valentinus comprehended 
that of the Unitarians, that the Unitarians were ever said to 
blaspheme the Maker of all things, or to divide Jesus from 
the Christ. 

Irenzeus likewise says, that “‘ there was a connexion among 
all the heretics, except that Tatian advanced something that 
was new.’ || But what connexion was there ever supposed 
to be between the tenets of the Gnostics and those of the 
Unitarians? He likewise speaks of all heretics “ as having 
quitted the church, and taxing the holy presbyters with ig- 
norance; not considering how much better is an ignorant 
person, who is religious, than a blasphemous and impious 
sophist.”@ Speaking of the Gnosties, he says, that “ the 
apostles were so far from thinking as they did, that they 
signified by the holy spirit that they who then began to 
teach their doctrine were introduced by Satan, to overturn 
the faith of some, and withdraw them from life.”’** He like- 
wise says, that ‘all the heretics were much later than the 
bishops to whom the apostles committed the churches.” ΤΊ 


* « Per omnes hzereticos qui preedicti sunt hi enim omnes, quamvis ex differenti- 
bus locis egrediantur, et differentia doceant, in idem tamen blasphemiz concurrunt 
propositum, letaliter vulnerantes, docendo blasphemiam in Deum factorem et nutri- 
torem nostrum, et derogando salutem hominis.” L. iv. Pref. p.275. (P.) 

+ “In quo et ostendimus doctrinam eorum recapitulationem esse omnium hzre- 
ticorum.” Ibid. p. 274. (P.) 

t “ Quapropter et in secundo tanquam speculum habuimus eos totius eversionis. 
Qui enim his contradicunt secundum quod oportet, contradicunt omnibus qui sunt 
mal sententiz ; et qui hos evertunt, evertunt omnem heresim.” Ibid. (P.) 

§ «* Super omnes est enim blasphema regula ipsorum: quando quidem factorem 
et fabricatorem, qui est unus Deus, secundum quod ostendimus, de labe sive defec- 
tione eum emissum dicunt. Blasphemant autem et in Dominum nostrum, abscin- 
dentes et dividentes Jesum ἃ Christo.” Ibid. (P.) : 

|| « Connexio quidem factus omnium hereticorum, quemadmodum ostendimus ; 
hoc autem ἃ semetipso adinvenit, uti novum aliquid preter reliquos inferens.” 
L. iii. C. xxxix. p. 265. (P.) 

% “ Qui ergo relinquant preconium ecclesie, imperitiam sanctorum presbytero- 
rum arguunt, non contemplantes quanto pluris sit idiota religiosus ἃ blasphemo et 
impudente sophista.” L. v. C. xx. p. 430. (P.) 

** «« Necesse habemus, universam apostolorum de Domino nostro Jesu Christo 
sententiam adhibere, et ostendere, é¢os non solum nihil tale sensisse de eo, verum 
amplius et siguificasse per spiritum sanctum, qui inciperint talia docere, summissi 
ἃ Satana, uti quorundam fidem everterent, et abstraherant eos ἃ vita.” L. iii. C. xvii. 
p. 238. (P.) ; 

++ “ Omnes enim ii valdé posteriores sunt quam episcopi quibus apostoli tradide- 
runt ecclesias.” Ibid, C. xx. p. 4380. (P.) 
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He meant, probably, the celebrated Gnostics, who appeared 
in the time of Adrian; whereas he could not but know that 
the Ebionites, and the Unitarians in general, were very con- 
siderable before that time. He must have meant the Gnos- 
tics, when he said that “all heretics were agreed that the 
Maker of the world was ignorant of the power above him.” * 
He likewise considered all heretics to be Gnostics in many 
other passages of his work.t 

How little is it that Irenzeus says of the Ebionites, and 
with how little severity, in his large treatise concerning 
heresy! It is not one four hundredth part of the whole, 
while all the rest is employed on the different branches of 
Gnosticism. The harshest epithet that he applies to them 
is that of vani ; which, considering the manner of the ancients, 
is certainly very moderate: Vanz autem et Ebionar.t Hesays, 
indeed, that ““ God will judge them ;” and ““ how can they 
be saved, if it be not God that worketh out their salvation 
upon earth ?”§ But this is no sentence of damnation passed 
upon them in particular, for holding their doctrine, but an 
argument used by him to refute them ; and is the same as if 
he had said, mankind in general could not be saved, if Christ 
had not been God as well as man. 

That Irenzeus did not mean to pass a sentence of what 
we should now call damnation upon the Ebionites, is, 1 
think, evident from what he says concerning them in the 
21st chapter of his third book, and which has the appearance 
of great harshness. ‘‘ If they persist,” he says, “ in their 
error, not receiving the word of incorruption, they continue 
in mortal flesh, and are subject to death, not receiving the 
antidote of life.”|| The idea of this writer and that of the 
fathers in general was, that Christ recovered for man that 
immortality which Adam had lost; so that without his in- 
_terference the whole race of mankind must have perished in 
the grave. This he represents as the punishment of the 
Ebionites. But he certainly could not mean that the Ebio- 
nites, as such, should continue in the grave, while all the 


* « Omnes enim heretici decreverunt, demiurgum ignorare eam que sit super 
eum virtutem.” L. iii. C. i. p.219. (P.) 

t See L. ii. C. lv. p.185.  Luiii. C.i. p. 199. (P.) 

7 L.v. C.i. p.394.  (P.) 

§ Avaxpiver δὲ καὶ τες Ηξιωνες" πως δυνανἾαι σωδηναι, εἰ μὴ 6 Θεὸς ἣν ὃ τὴν σωϊηριαν 
avlaw ἐπι γῆς ἐργασαμενος᾽ ἡ πὼς ανρωπος χωρήσει εἰς Θεὸν, εἰ μὴ ὁ Θεὸς εἐχωρηϑη εἰς 
ανρωπον, Liv. C.lix. p. 358. “(Ρ. 

{| “ Qui nude tantum hominem eum dicunt ex Joseph generatum perseverantes 
in servitute pristinze inobedientize moriuntur. Non recipientes autem verbum in- 
corruptionis perseverant in carne mortali, et sunt debitores mortis, antidotum vitze 
non accipientes.” P.@49. (P.) 
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rest of mankind would rise from the dead. He must, there- 
fore, have meant, not that they in particular, but that man- 
kind in general, could have had no resurrection if their 
doctrine had been true. 

Irenzeus no where directly calls the Ebionites heretics. 
I had thought that in one passage he had included them in 
that appellation; but observing that, in his introduction, 
and in other places, in which he speaks of heretics, in ge- 
neral, he evidently meant the Gnostics only, and could not 
carry his views any further, I was led to re-consider that 
particular passage, and | found that I had been mistaken in 
my construction of it. 

‘** All heretics,” he says, “" being untaught, and ignorant 
of the dispensations of God, and especially of that which 
relates to man, as being blind with respect to the truth, 
oppose their own salvation; some introducing another Father 
besides the Maker of the world; others ‘saying, that the 
world and the matter of it was made by angels,” &c.; and, 
after mentioning other similar opinions, he adds, ““ others, 
not knowing the dispensation of the Virgin, say that he 
(Jesus) was begotten by Joseph. Some say that neither the 
soul nor the body can receive eternal life, but the internal 
man only,” &c. i.e. they denied the resurrection.* 

Now as Cerinthus, Carpocrates and other Gnostics, denied 
the miraculous conception, as well as the Ebionites ; and all 
the rest of this description, both before and after this cir- 
cumstance, evidently belongs to the Gnostics only, and as 
in no other place whatever does he comprehend them in his 
definition of Aeresy, it is natural to conclude that he had no 
view to them even here, but only to those Gnostics who, in 
common with them, denied the miraculous conception. If 
there be any other passage in Irenzeus in which he calls, or 
seems to call, the Ebionites heretzcs, 1 have overlooked it. 
The Ebionites were Jews, and had no communion with the 
Gentiles, at least that appears; and Irenzeus says nothing 


* « Tndocti omnes heretici, ignorantes dispositiones Dei, et inscii ejus que est 
secundum hominem dispensationis, quippe cecutientes circa veritatem, ipsi sus 
contradicunt saluti. Alii quidem alterum introducentes preter demiurgum, patrem. 
Alii autem ab angelis quibusdam dicentes factum esse mundum, et substantiam ejus. 
Alii quidem porro et longe separatam ab 60, qui est secundum ipsos patre, a semet- 
ipsa floruisse, et esse ex se natam. Alii autem in his que continentur ἃ patre, de 
labe et ignorantia substantiam habuisse. Alii autem manifestum adventum Domini 
contemnunt, incarnationem ejus non recipientes. Alii autem rursus ignorantes vir- 
ginis dispensationem, ex Joseph dicunt eum generatum. Et quidam quidem neque 
animam suam, neque corpus recipere posse dicunt zternam vitam, sed tantum ho- 
yinem interiorem. Esse autem hunc eum qui in eis sit sensus, volunt, quem et 
solum ascendere ad perfectum decernunt. Alii autem anima salvata, non participari 
corpus ipsorum eam que est ἃ Deo salutem.” L.v, C. xix. p. 429. (DP.) 
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at all of the Unitarians among the Gentiles (who, in the 
time of Origen, generally believed the miraculous concep- 
tion), though, as appears from other evidence, they consti- 
tuted the great mass of the unlearned Christians. 

[τ may be said that, since [renzeus condemns the Ebionites 
for holding an opinion which he also condemns in the Gnos- 
ties, he must have considered them as heretical, on that 
account. And, had this common opinion been a principal 
feature in the character of the Gnostics, and such as had 
originally a great share in rendering them odious to other 
Christians, the inference must have been admitted. But 
there are many reasons to prevent our thinking so, especially 
the consideration that, both from the nature of the thing, 
and the superabundant acknowledgment of the fathers, the 
great body of the primitive Christians must have been, and 
actually were, Unitarians, knowing nothing either of the 
pre-existence or divinity of Christ, and not immediately, 
at least, hearing any thing of his miraculous conception. 
Such plain Christians could never have been considered as 
heretics in the age in which they lived, though circumstances 
might arise which should make their opinions very obnoxious 
afterwards; and Irenzus, without making the distinction that 
he ought to have done, might enumerate their opinions among 
other offensive ones of the Gnostics, and even as a part of 
their heresy: and hence might arise his embarrassment 
in calling the Gnostics, heretics, and yet never calling the 
Ebionites so. It is a conduct that I cannot account for in 
any other way. 


SECTION V. 


Of Heresy according to Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertullian, 
Origen and Firmilian. 


Cremens ALEXANDRINUS makes frequent mention of 
heretics, and expresses as much abhorrence of them as Justin 
Martyr does; but it is evident that, in all the places in which 
he speaks of them, his idea of heresy was confined to Gnos- 
ticism. 

He considers it as an answer to all heretics to prove that 
* there is one God, the Almighty Lord, who was preached 
by the law and the prophets, and also in the blessed gospel.” * 


“Και ἀπασαις ενευδεν ταις αἱρεσεσιν, ἕνα Deinvevars Θεὸν, καὶ Κυριον ἀὐκφεπεζημς “τ τῷ 
δια VOB καὶ τσροφηΐων, προς δὲ nas τὸ μαώκαριϑ ευωὔγελιϑ γνησίως πεκὴρυγ μένον, 
L. vi. p. 475. (P.) 
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He also speaks of heresy as ‘‘ borrowed from a barbarous 
philosophy ;” and says of heretics that, ‘‘ though they say 
there is one God, and sing hymns to Christ, it was not 
according to truth ; for that they introduced another God, 
and such a Christ as the prophets had not foretold.”* He 
likewise speaks of heretics in general as having a high opi- 
nion of their own knowlegde.t He calls them δοξισοῷο;, 
men who think that they have found the truth, and ὑπο δοξο- 
σοῷιας ἐπηρμένοι, elated with a concert of the knowledge.t 
He says that ““ heresy began in the time of Adrian,” when 
it is well known that Basilides and the most distinguished 
of the Gnostics made their appearance.§ He says, that of 
the heretics some were distinguished by the names of parti- 
cular persons, as those of Valentinus, Marcion and Basilides, 
some by the place of their residence, others by their tenets, 
&c. mentioning none but Gnostics.|| It may only be con- 
jectured that he meant the Ebionites by the Peratec: enume- 
rated by him among those who had their denomination from 
the place of their residence; but this is the only passage in 
which the word occurs. It is the more remarkable that this 
writer should omit the Unitarians, as he mentions fourteen 
different heretics by name, and ten heresies by character. 
As the strict Ebionites held no communion with the 
Gentile Christians, it is very possible that Clemens Alexan- 
drinus might insert them in a catalogue of heretics, and 
allude to them under the name of Peratzcz, without intending 
any censure of their doctrine with respect to Christ. Be- 
sides, this was a name given them, as he says, from their 
place of residence, and therefore did not include the Unita- 
‘rians, among the Gentiles. . 
Tertullian represents our Saviour as alluding to false 
teachers, who said that he was not born of a virgin; but it 
is evident, from the whole passage, that he referred to the 


* Διοπὲρ ds nala τὴν Bapbapoy φιλοσοφιῶν αἷἵρεσεις nav Θεὸν λεγωσιν Eva, κῶν Xpicoy 
ὑμνωσιν, Kala περιληψιν λεγεσιν, 8 προς adyNeay’ “AAay yap Tov Θεὸν περιευρισχθσιν, 
was τὸν Χριςον ex ὡς ὧι ποροφηΐειαι πσωραδιδοασι exdexovicn, Strom. L.vi. p.675. See 
also pp. 542, 662. (P.) 

t ‘Ormow γνωσεὼς εἰληφοΐων. Ibid. L. vii. p.754. (P.) 

: ee ΠΡ 755, 759. β 

Kalo δὲ περι Tes Αδριανβ τὸ βασίλεως χρονες 6: τας αἷἵρεσεις επινοησαν]ες. γεγονασι. 
ign ee ms Ρ xp ς αἵρεσεις επινοησανῖες. yey 

|| Τῶν δ᾽ αἱρεσεων οἷν μεν amo ὀνομιαῖος τοροσωγορευονῆαι, ὡς ἡ amo Badeviive nar Μαρκίωνος 
και: Βασιλειδδ, nay την Maladie αὐχωσι προσωγεσῖαι δοξαν" pie yap ἡ Warley yeyove των 
αἰποςόλων ὡσπερ διδασκωλια, οὕτως δὲ καὶ ἡ τταραδοσις" cs δε, amo Tome, ὡς 6: ἸΠεραϊικοι" 
cis Be, ἀπὸ eves, ὡς ἡ των Φρυγων" δι de, amo ἐνεργείας, ὡς ἡ των Ἐγκρα]ήων" ds δὲ, απὸ 
δογμαγων εδιαϊζζονίων, ὡς ἡ τῶν Δωκχιζων" και ἡ των Αἰμμα]ιήων" as δε, amo ὑποδεσεων, καὶ ὧν 
τεϊηκηκασιν, ὡς Καιανιςαι re καὶ δι Οφιῶᾶνοι πσροσωαγορευομενοί" οἷ, δὲ, cup’ ὧν τταρωνομῶς 
ἐπεϊηδευσῶν τε καὶ εἶολιάησαν. Ibid. p.765. (P.) 
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Gnostics only, who said that it was disgraceful to him to be 
so born.* 

In all other places in which I have found Tertullian speak 
of heresy in general, it is most evident that his ideas went 
no farther than to the opinions of the Gnostics, except that 
he once calls Hebion a heretic. And them he expressly 
makes his heresy to consist in his observance of the Jewish 
ritual. Ὁ 1 

“ς Heresies,” he says, “" do not differ from idolatry, having 
the same author, and the same work, with idolaters, for that 
they make another god against the Creator, or if they acknow- 
ledge one Creator, they discourse of him in a manner dif- 
ferent from the truth.”+ <‘ Heretics,” he says, “ deny that 
God is to be feared,”§ which agrees with his saying, that 
‘the heathen philosophers were the patriarchs of heresy,” || 
for they held that doctrine ; but it was very remote from any 
thing that is ever laid to the charge of the Unitarians. 

‘“« Heretics,” he says, ‘associated with the magi, with 
fortune-tellers, with astrologers, with philosophers ; being 
actuated by a principle of curiosity ; so that the quality of 
their faith may be judged of from their manner of life; for 
discipline is the index of doctrine.” | 

The whole of this account is inconsistent with Tertullian’s 
considering Unitarians as heretics. But much more is his 
saying, that ‘‘ the Valentinians were the most numerous of 
all the heretics, and that the heretics had nothing to do 
with their discipline. Their want of communion,” he says, 


* « Preenunciaveram plané futuros fallaciz magistros in meo nomine, et prophe- 
tarum et apostolorum etiam; et discentibus meis eadem ad vos pradicare manda- 
veram, semel evangelium, et ejusdem regule doctrinam apostolis meis delegaveram : 
sed quum vos non crederetis ; libuit mihi postea aliqua inde mutare. Resurrectionem 
promiseram etiam carnis, sed recogitavi ne implere non possem. Natum me osten- 
deram ex virgiue, sed postea turpé mihi visum est,” &c. De Prescriptione, Sect. xliv. 

.218. (P.) 
. + “Ad Galatas scribens invehitur in observatores et defensores circumcisionis et 
legis. Hebionis hzresis est.” Ibid. Sect. xxxiii. p. 214. (P.) 

τ ‘* Neque ab idolatria distare h@reses, cum et auctoris et operis ejusdem sint 
cujus et idolatria. Deum aut fingunt alium adversus Creatorem, aut si unicum 
Creatorem confitentur, aliter eum disserunt quam in vero.” Ibid. Sect. xl. Opera, 

e177,  ¢P-) 
᾿ § “ Negant Deum timendum.” Ibid. Sect. xliii. p.218. (P) 

|| “ Heereticorum patriarche philosophi.” Ad Herm. Sect. viii. p. 286. 

“ Tpsze denique hereses ἃ philosophia subornantur. Inde zones, et furme nescio 
que, et trinitas hominis apud Valentinum. Platonicus fuerat." De Prescriptione, 
Sect. vii. p. 204. (P.) 

φ ““ Notata etiam sunt commercia hereticorum cum magis quampluribus, cum 
cireulatoribus, cum astrologis, cum philosophis, curiositati scilicet deditis.—Adeo 
ut de genere conversationis qualitas fidei estimari potest: doctrine index disciplina 
est.” Ibid. Sect. xliii. p. 418, (P.) 
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ἐς shews that they are foreign to us.”* For it is most evi- 
dent that those whom he calls stmplices and idzote, were 
ranked by him among the credentes or believers. They were 
even the mayor pars credentium, though Unitarians, and hold- 
ing the doctrine of the Trinity in abhorrence, as we shall see 
in its proper place. 

Origen says, that ““ heretics borrowed from the Greek 
philosophy, trom abstruse mysteries, and from strolling astro- 
logers,’+ Jerome also says, ‘* the vain words of the philo- 
sophers, which, in the doctrine of Plato, have killed the 
children of the church, is turned into divine wrath and blood 
to them.” Valentinus is said to have been a Platonist ; 
but it is certain that, in general, the philosophy of the 
Gnostics was that of the Oriental sect. Plotinus, we have 
seen, calls it a foreign philosophy. With much more justice 
might the Gnostics have recriminated on Origen and his 
friends, for their principles were certainly more properly 
those οἵ the Platonists. 

Farther: Origen says, that ‘‘ heretics may be proved to be 
atheists by their doctrines, manners and works,’’§ which is 
a charge that was never advanced against the Unitarians, 
but constantly against the Gnostics. ‘ I wonder,” says he 
again, ‘‘ how the heterodox can say that there are two Gods 
in the Old Testament.” || He also speaks of the heretics as 
ἐς studying eloquence to please their hearers, not to convert 
them from vice.” “Such,” again, says he, ‘are the here- 
tics, who adorn their discourse, not to convert their hearers, 
but to please them.”** Lastly, he says, ‘“ the heretics, 
through their great madness, concealed their private myste- 


* « Valentiniani frequentissimum plané collegium inter hereticos.” Ad Valen. 
Sect.i. p. 250. 

«¢ Heoretici autem nullum habent consortium nostre discipline, quos extraneos 
utique testatur ipsa ademptio communicationis.” De Baptismo, Sect. xv. p. 280. 
P.) 

+ AAN εςτιν αὐῇοις τῶ δοξαζομενα ἀρχὴν μεν ex τῆς “Ελληνων codias λωδονα ex δογμαῆων 
Φιλοσοφθμενων, καὶ μυς-ηρίων επικεχείρημενων, κῶι ὡςτρολόγων ρεμξομενων. Philosophu- 
mena, pp. 17, 185. (P.) 

{ “« Vana philosophorum verba, quee in doctrinis Platonicis ecclesize parvulos 
interimebant, in ultionem divinam illis conversa est et in cruorem.” In Ps. |xxvii. 
Opera, VII. p.97.  (P.) 4; 

§ ἵνα adees αὐτὲς επιδειξωμεν καὶ κατα yvouny, καὶ nate τροπον, xa κατ᾽ ἐργον. Phi- 
losophumena, pp. 8, 16. (P.) 

|| (Obey Savuatew μοι emeior wos δυσι Yeo1g wpacanlecw ἀμφοτερᾶς Tas Siadyuas δι 
ἕτεροδοξοι, ax charley καὶ ex TeTs Te pyTe ελεγχομενοι. Comment. {1 p. 14. (P.) 

ἃ] Τοιθτες εὑρήσεις τοὺς Aoyous τῶν ἑτεροδοξων, var τὰ κωλλὴ τῶν τοιϑανοτήτων αὐτῶν 
are επτις ρεφοντῶν τοὺς axoveytas. In Jer. Hom.i. Comment. I. p. 792. (P.) 

** <¢'Tales sunt heretici, qui orationem suam verborum decore componunt, non 
ut convertant audientes a vitiis, sed ut delectent.” Opera, I. p.614. (P.) 


GNOSTICS THE ONLY HERETICS. 141 


ries.”’* All these characters are exactly descriptive of the 
Gnostics, but not one of them can be said to apply to the 
Unitarians. 

But, besides this, there are a great variety of characters 
by which Origen distinguishes heretics in general, and by 
which it may be perceived that he could not mean any 
besides the Gnostics. 

In one place he evidently considers the Unitartans and 
heretics separately, as two distinct classes of men; but sup- 
poses that the Unitarians confounded the persons of the 
Father and the Son, on which account they were called 
Patripassians. But, notwithstanding the evil that he says 
of them, he acknowledges that they adhered to their opinion 
as thinking that it did honour to Christ, as on other occa- 
sions he ascribes it to their regard to the one true God the 
Father. ‘* We are not,” says he, ‘ to consider those as 
taking the part of Christ, who think falsely concerning him, 
out of an idea of doing him honour. Such are those who 
confound the intellect of the Father and the Son, distin- 
guishing their substance in idea and name only. Also the 
heretics, who, out of a desire of speaking magnificently con- 
cerning him, carry their blasphemy very high, even to the 
Maker of the world, are not on his side.” + 

Firmilian, writing to Cyprian on the subject of re-bap- 
tizing heretics, in answer to one Stephanus, who urged a 
direction of the apostles to that purpose, replies, that all 
heresies of any consequence were subsequent to the time of 
the apostles. The entire passage, which I shall insert in the 
notes, deserves the attention of the reader.t It is also eyi- 
dent that that excellent bishop considered the Gnostics as 


* Ata τὴν ὑπερδαλλουσαν των αἱρετικων paviay, δι δια τοῦ σιωπᾶν αποκροπῆειν τε τὰ 
aopnta ἕαυτων μυς-ηρια. Philosophumena, p. 6. (P.) 

+ Ov vopiseoy γὰρ εἰνῶι ὑπερ αὐτου τοὺς Ta ψευδη φρονουντᾶας περι αὐτου φαντασια Tov 
δοξαζειν αὐτον, ὅποιοι εἰσὶν συγκεοντες Πατρος και “Cov ἐννοιῶν, καὶ τῇ ὕποςασει ἕνα διδοντες 
sivas τὸν Πατερὰ καὶ τὸν Ὕιον, τῇ επινοιφ; μονὴ nou Poss ονομῶσι, διαιίρουντες τὸ ev ὑπόχεκει- 
μενον" καὶ δι ἀπὸ τῶν αἷρεσεων, φαντασια τοῦ μεγαλα περι αὐτου ᾧρονειν, adimay εἰς τὸ 
Dios λαλουντες, καὶ nomms λέγοντες τὸν Δημιουργον, οὐκ εἰσὶν ὕπερ αὐτου. Comment. in 
Matt. I. p.471. (P.) 

{ “ Et quidem quantum ad id pertineat quod Stephanus dixit, quasi apostoli eos 
qui ab heresi veniant baptizari prohibuerint, et hoc custodiendum posteris tradi- 
derint; plenissimé vos respondistis, neminem tam stultum esse qui hoc credat apos- 
tolos tradidisse, quando etiam ipsas hzereses constet execrabiles ac detestandas postea 
extitisse. Cum et Marcion, Cerdonis discipulus, inveniatnr, sero post apostolos et 
post longa ab eis tempora, sacrilegam adversus Deum traditionem induxisse. Apelles 
quoque blasphemiz ejus consentiens multa alia nova et graviora fidei ac veritati 
imimica addiderit. Sed et Valentini et Basilidis tempus manifestum est quod, et ipsi 
post apostolos et post longam ztatem, adversus ecclesiam Dei sceleratis mendaciis 
suis rebellaverint. Czteros quoque hereticos constat pravas suas sectas et inven- 
tiones perversas prout quisque errore ductus est, postea induxisse; quos omnes 
manifestum est ἃ semetipsis damnatos esse, et ante diem judicii inexcusabilem sen- 
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the only heretics, when he said they had neither God, nor 
Lord, nor church, nor faith, &c. in common with them.* 


SECTION VI. 
Of Heresy in a later Period. 


Ir is of no great consequence to carry these authorities 
any farther, as it is acknowledged that the Unitarians were 
considered as heretics after the time of Origen; and it is 
possible that they may be so called occasionally by him, as 
well as others of his time who disliked their principles. 
For, about this time, the term heresy began to be applied to 
the doctrines which were not entertained by those more 
learned Christians, whose opinions (being in appearance more 
flattering to Christ, the author of their religion) continually 
gained ground ; though it was a long time before the common 
people in general could relish them. So well established, 
however, by a long course of time, was the synonymous use 
of the terms heretic and Gnostic, that they continued to be 
so used occasionally, even long after the decrees of councils 
had pronounced other doctrines to be heretical ; and of this 
I shall give some instances. 

Athanasius says, ‘‘ the heretics make to themselves another 
Maker of the universe besides the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ.”+ Indeed, Athanasius considered the proper Uni- 
tarians in a more favourable light than he did either the 
Gnostics or the Arians.t Again, he says, ‘‘ the heretics, 
leaving the discipline of the church, and making shipwreck 
of faith,—make themselves another God besides the true 
God, the Father of Christ, who, they say, was unbegotten, 
the author of evil, and the maker of the world.’’§ 

Eusebius, speaking of the heresies of the Jews, and those 


tentiam adversus semetipsos dixisse: quorum baptisma qui confirmat, quid aliud 
quam cum ipsis se adjudicat, et se ipse participem talibus faciendo condemnat?” 
Cypriani Opera, 11. p. 219. (P.) 

* « Porro cum nobis et hereticis nec Deus unus sit, nec Dominus unus, nec 
una ecclesia, nec fides una, sed nec unus spiritus, aut corpus unum; manifestum est 
nec baptisma nobis et hzreticis communé esse posse, quibus nihil est omnind com- 
mune.” Ibid. p. 229. (P. ; 

+ Οἱ δὲ amo τῶν αἵρεσεων ἄλλον ἕαυτοις avamrAatlovicu δημιουργὸν τῶν τταντὼν Wapa τὸν 
Πατερα τοῦ Κυριου ἥμων Ιησου Χριςου. De Incarnatione, Opera, I. p. 55. (P.) 

{ See Opera, 1. pp. 975, 977, 978. (P.) 

§ Ὃὧι δὲ απὸ τῶν aiperewy ἐκπεσοντες TNS ἐχχλησιαςικὴς διδασκαλίας, καὶ WEL τὴν Dic 
ναυωγήησαντες, και οὗτοι μεν ὕποςασιν τοῦ κῶχου πσαραφρονουσιν εινῶι" ανώπλατἼονῆαι δὲ ἑαυ- 
τοῖς wapa τὸν ἀληϑινον τοῦ Χριςου Πατερα Θεὸν ἕτερον, και τοῦτον ἀιγεννήτον, τοῦ xaxov 


pees? και τῆς κακιῶς LOY NYO, τὸν κώι τῆς «]ίσεως δημιουργον. Contra Gentes, Opera, 
.Ρ.6. (P.) 
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of the Greeks, describes them as atheistical, some of them 
introducing several contrary principles, and others ascribing 
the government of the universe to wicked persons.* He 
also says, that Simon Magus was the leader of all heresy.t 

Cyril of Jerusalem, whose neighbourhood seems to have 
abounded with Gnostics, and especially with Manicheans, 
advises to ‘* hate all heretics, but especially those who had 
their name from madness,” + meaning Manes; and through 
his whole work he generally speaks of the Gnostics as if he 
had thought them to be the only proper heretics, though he 
does not scruple occasionally to give the same appellation 
to others who thought differently from him. Thus he joins 
others in calling Simon Magus the inventor of all heresy.§ 
‘** The heretics,” he says, ‘‘ do not acknowledge one God 
Almighty. For almighty is he who rules over all, and has 
power over all; for they who say he is Lord of the soul, 
but not of the body, do not make him perfect. For how 
can he be perfect who wants either of these? If he has 
power over the soul, and not over the body, how is he 
almighty; and if he has power over the body, and not over 
the soul, how is he almighty ?”’|| 

The term heretic seems also to be appropriated to the 
Gnostics in the following passage: ‘* Nor has the devil made 
these attempts with respect to the Gentiles only; but man 
who are falsely called Christians, improperly called by the 
fragrant name of Christ, have impiously dared to alienate 
God from his own works. I mean the heretics, who are 
abominable and atheistical, pretending to be lovers of Christ, 
but who are in reality haters of Christ; for he who blas- 
phemes the Father of Christ is the enemy of the Son. Ye 
have dared to say, that there are two deities, one good and 
the other evil.” 4 ‘* Let the mouths of all heretics be stopped 


* In Ps.\xiv. Montfaucon’s Collectio Patrum, 1. p. 313. (P.) 

+ Macys μὲν ey apynyw αἱρεσεως πρωῖον yeverSas τὸν Σιμωνα; wapernpapey. Hist. 
L. ii. C. xiii. p. 62.. (P.) 

t Καὶ paces μὲν wavias aipsiines, εξαιρεΐως be, τὸν τῆς paving ἐπώνυμον. Cat. vi. 

rot. (PF) 
᾿ § Καὶ waons μεν αἱρεσεως ευρεΐης Σιμων ὁ Μαγος. ' Ibid. p. 87. (P.) 

|] Αἱρεζικοι δὲ πάλιν, καθως expnlas καὶ wpolepov, ex οἰδασιν ἕνα wavloxpalopa Θεὸν" way- 
Joxpalop yap esuv, 6 wavlwy κραΐων, ὃ waviwy εξοσιαϊζων" δι δὲ heyovles, τὸν μεν, εἰναι τῆς 
ψυχῆς 'δεσποίην, τὸν de, Ta σωμαῖος, 8 τελεῖον λεγθσι' Was yap τελειος, ὁ λειπων Exasoy 
ἑκαερω; Ὃ γαρ ψυχης εξεσιαν ἔχων, σωμαῖος δὲ εξϑσιαν μὴ exwy, wos πταν]οκραῖαρ' καὶ ὁ 
δεσποζων σωμαΐων, μη εξεσιαζων δὲ wverpalov, ws πταν]οχραῆωρ; Cat. viii. p. 111. (P.) 

4 Και 8 μόνον ev τοις εὔνικοις ἐπηγωνισαῖο tavia ὃ diabohag adax yap ndy καὶ πολλοι 
τῶν Χριςιανων Wevdws λεγυμεένων τῶν τῷ εὐωδες-αἴῳ Χρις-Β ονομιαῖι κακως προσαγορευομενων,, 
εἴολμησαν ασεξως «παλλοΐριωσαι τὸν Θεὸν τῶν οἰκείων πποιημαίων" τας τῶν aipelinwy λέγω, 
παιδας, τας δυσωνυμς και αΜεωαῖες τοροσποιθμενες μεν εἰναι φιλοχρις-ες, μισοχρις:ες δὲ 
παν]ελως" ὁ yap tov Παῖερο; τα Xpice δυσφημων, εχθρος ess τ ‘Tin εὔολμήσαν εἰπειν οὗ]οι 
δυο “εο7ηας, μκιαν αγαΐῖτην, καὶ μιαν xavyy. (αἴ, vi. p. 85. (Ρ) 
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who complain of the body, or rather of him that formed it.”* 
Lastly, immediately after speaking of Unitarians, who said 
that Christ was from the earth only, he mentions ‘“ the here- 
tics, who say that Jesus is one person, and Christ another.” ¢ 
Heretics seem also to be used as synonymous to Gnostics 
in other parts of his work. ἢ 

Basil, distinguishing between heretics and schismatics, 
says, that ‘“‘ the heretics were entirely broken off trom the 
church, on account of the faith itself ;”§ and all the instances 
that he mentions are of Gnostics. Gregory Nazianzen, who 
represents the Father as the only person in the Trinity whe 
was spared in his time, says, that he was the first who had 
been dishonoured by the heretics, being divided into the 
good and the demiurgus.|| This was never laid to the charge 
of the Unitarians. 

«ς Where,” says Jerome, “ are Marcion, Valentinus and ail 
the heretics who assert that one being was the maker of 
the world, that is, of things visible, and another of things 
invisible?” ‘ All-within the church,” he says again, ‘ are 
rustic and simple, all heretics Aristotelians or Platonists.” ** 
Of these two descriptions of men, the former, by the con- 
fession of all antiquity, much better applied to the Unitarians 
than the latter. 

Chrysostom represents it as an answer to “all the heresy 
that would ever arise, that Moses said, ‘ In the beginning 
God created the heavens and the earth.’” He adds, “ If the 
Manicheans come to you, and talk of their pre-existent 
matter, or Marcion, or Valentinus, or the Gentiles, say to 
them, ‘In the beginning God created the heavens and the 
earth.’” ++ This was never denied by any Unitarian. 


* Φιμεδωσαν yap δὲ αἱρεζικοι wales “δι κα]ηγορδνῆες τῶν σωμαΐίων, μῶλλον δὲ avis τε 
πλασανΐος. Cat. xii. p. 162. (P.) 

+ Kai dia τας wravas τῶν αἱρεϊικων, τῶν Asyoviwy, αλλον μὲν εἰνῶι τὸν Kpicov, αλλον 
de τὸν Incev. Cat. x. Opera, p. 125. (P.) 

t See pp. 112, 113, 116, 145. (P.) 

§ Eidoke τοινυν τοῖς εξ ἀρχῆς, To μὲν Tay aipslinoy Wavlehws avelnoas. Ad Amphilo- 
lochium Ep. Opera, 11]. p.20. (P.) 

|] Πρωῖος τμήδεις εἰς αγαῖδον καὶ δημίεργον wapa τῆς apxaras καινοίομιας. Orat. xxiv 
Opera, p.428. (P.) 

4 “ Ubi sunt Marcion et Valentinus, et omnes heeretici, qui alterum mundi, id 
est, visibilium, et alterum asserunt invisibilium conditorem?” In Eph. C.v. Opera, 
VIL. ρ. 1795. (Ρ.) 

** « Ecclesiastici enim rustici sunt et simplices: omnes vero heretivi Aristotelic: 
et Platonici sunt.” In Ps. Ixxvii. Opera, VII. p.95. (P.) 

tt Απανῖα εξεῖιδεῖο wacas due tas δικὴν ζιζανίων εἐπιφνομενῶς αἷρεσεις τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ 
καῆωδεν ανασπων δια τ eve’ Ἐν ἀρχῇ εποιῆσεν 6 Θεος τὸν epavoy nas τὴν γὴν. Kay yap 
Μανιχαιος πτροσελϑη λέγων τὴν ὕλην πρϑπῶρχειν, κἂν Μαρχίων, κῶν Badreviivos, κῶν “Ἐλ- 
ληνων waides, λεγε wos aviov Ἐν ὠρχῇ emornrey ὁ Θεὸς τὸν ϑρανγὸν καὶ τὴν yy In Gen. 
C.i. Opera, II. p. 18. (P-) 
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Lastly, GEcumenius represents the wisdom of the world 
as the cause of heresy ;* and this writer always speaks of 
the Unitarians as a semple people. ‘These are all evident 
traces of its having been an original opinion, that the Gnostics 
were the only heretics; since the language and the senti- 
ment occurred so frequently after the principle itself had 
been abandoned, which is a thing by no means uncommon. 


CHAPTER V. 


OF THE APOSTLES’ CREED, AS A GUARD AGAINST 
GNOSTICISM. 


, 


Noruine perhaps that has hitherto been advanced can 
give us so clear an idea of the extreme dread which the 
Catholic Christians entertained of the principles of the 
Gnostics, as an attention to the several articles of that ereed 
which is commonly called the apostles’,+ all of which, in its 
Original state, were evidently intended to exclude the Gnos- 
tics, and no other class of persons whatever. 

A profession of faith in the divine mission of Christ, and 
generally of repentance also, which had been the great ob- 
ject of John’s baptism, to which that of Christ succeeded, 
was always required of every person who was a candidate 
for admission into the Christian church. But while there 
were no heresies that gave much alarm to the body of Chris- 
tians, it was thought sufficient to make the catechumens 
simply profess their faith in Christ, or, if they were Jews, 
that Jesus was the Messiah ; and such are all the instances 
of baptism that are mentioned in the book of Acts. But 
afterwards, whether in the time of the apostles or not, but 
very probably before the death of John, other articles were 
added, intended to exclude persons who were not thought 
to be proper members of christian churches, though they did 
profess to believe in the divine mission of Christ. At what 
time each of these articles was inserted in the creed is not 
known’; and indeed the practice of the church appears to 
have been various in this respect, some articles having been 


* Tis σοφοὺς εν ὕμιν. Φιλαρχοι ovles δι avTowmor, nas Ty σοφίᾳ Te κοσμϑ TeTe αὐχϑνῖες, 
Rar’ cow nas ζηλον των ορϑων διδασκάλων exnovtloy, οχλαγωγθνῖες ἀπλως καὶ pYovoy προς 
Teloss ἐχονῖες, καὶ τταραμιγνυνῖες τοις Θειοις τα avIpwomiva, wa τῇ καινοϊηῖι τῶν λεγομένων 
ἐπισπωνΊαι τας axeovlas ὅδεν καὶ αἵρεσεις εξηλδον, In Jac. Opera, Il. p. 465. (P.) 

+ Lord King refutes this notion, in his Critical History of the Apostles’ Creed, 
Ed. 5, 1728, pp. 23—29. See also his Inquiry, Pt. ii. Ch: iii. Sect, y. 
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used in one church, and others in another, and still less was 
the same form of words strictly adhered to. 

We are able, however, in some measure, to trace the pro- 
gress of this baptismal creed by its being published, with 
more or less comment, by different christian writers, from 
Irenzeus, who is the first who has given any of the articles 
of it, to Rufinus, who first published a professed commen- 
tary upon it, and since whose time no considerable alterations 
have been made in it. And it is remarkable that Irenzeus 
introduces this creed into his Treatise on Heresy, as a proof 
that the persons he wrote against were condemned by it; 
and in those parts of his work he condemns none but the 
Gnostics. Accordingly we read in Optatus, that ‘ heretics 
deserted the sacred symbol,’* for so this creed was called, - 
and this was not true of any set of persons whatever, besides 
the Gnostics. 

We have accounts of this creed in two different places of 
the work of Irenzeus; and though it is evident that he does 
not give this creed in the very words in which it was deli- 
vered to the catechumens, (indeed the two copies of the 
creed that he does give, differing considerably from each 
_ other, is a proof that he did not mean to give the creed itself, | 
but only a commentary upon it,) it is easy to perceive, by 
his gloss, what was the real object of each article in it, and 
for this purpose I shall recite both his copies. 

‘“‘ He who holds, without swerving, the rule of truth which 
he received at baptism, will understand the names, phrases 
and parables of the Scriptures, and will not receive this 
blasphemous hypothesis. The churches planted by the 
apostles, and their disciples, to the end of the earth, received 
that faith which is in one God, the Father Almighty, whe 
made the heavens and the earth, and the sea, and all things 
that are in them; and in one Jesus Christ, the Son of God, 
incarnate for our salvation; and in the Holy Spirit, who 
preached by the prophets the dispensation of the gospel, 
and the coming, and the birth by a virgin, and his sufferings 
and resurrection from the dead, and the ascent of our beloved 
Lord Jesus Christ into heaven in the flesh, and his return 
from heaven in the glory of the Father, to complete all 
things, and to raise all the flesh of mankind; that to Christ 
Jesus, our Lord and God, and Saviour, and king, according 


* « FHeeretici yero, veritatis exules, sani et verissimi symboli desertores.” L, i. 
p. 18. (P.) On the term symbol, see “A playne and godly Exposytion of the 
Commune Crede—by the famouse Clarke Mayster Erasmus of Roterdame,” 1533, 
pp- 10, 11. Also Crit Hist. pp. 6—19. / 
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to the will of the invisible Father, every knee might bow, 
of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
the earth; that every tongue should confess to him, and 
that he should judge all in righteousness; that he might 
send into everlasting fire spiritual wickedness, the angels 
who transgressed and who apostatized, the ungodly, the 
wicked, and lawless and blasphemous men; but give life 
immortal, and eternal glory, to the righteous, the holy and 
those who keep his commandments, those who remain in 
his love from the beginning, and also those who repent.”* 

The other copy, if it may be so called, of the baptismal 
creed, is shorter than this, but to the same purpose ; repre- 
senting all Christians as believing ‘ in one God, the maker 
of heaven and earth, and of all things that are therein, by 
Jesus Christ, the Son of God, who, from his great love to 
his creatures, submitted to be born of a virgin; he by him- 
self uniting man to God, and suffered under Pontius Pilate; 
and having risen again, and being received into glory, will 
come to save those who are saved, and to judge those who 
are judged, and send into everlasting fire those who change 
the truth, and despise the Father and his coming.” 

The articles in our present creed to which those in these 
two glosses correspond, are easily perceived to be the fol- 
lowing: ‘I believe in God the Father Almighty, maker of 


* Ot) δὲ και ὦ τὸν κανονα τῆς αληθειας axdivy ev Earl naleywy, ὃν δια Te βαπῆ]σμαῖος 
εἰλῆφε, τὰ μὲν Ex τῶν γραφων ονομαῖα, και Tas λέξεις, και Tas Wapabodas επιγνωσεῖαι, 
τὴν δὲ Ξβλασφημον ὕποδεσιν ταυὴν ex ἐπιγνωσεῖαι. 

HMEN yap εκχλησια, καιπερ nad” ὅλης τῆς οἰκθμενῆς ἕως τσεραΐων τῆς γῆς διεσπαρμιενη, 
παρα δὲ των ἀποςόλων, καὶ τῶν exevoy μαδϑηΐων waparabaca τὴν εἰς Eva Θεὸν, Πα7ερὰ 
wavloxpalopa, τὴν wemannola Toy δρᾶνον, καὶ τὴν γὴν», Kat τας ὕαλασσας, και τρανῖα τὰ εν 
avloss, τοις ιν" καὶ εἰς Eva Χριςον Ἰησεν, τὸν tov τ Oca, τὸν σαρχωδενω ὕπερ τῆς ἡμεῖερως 
σω7ηριας" xas εἰς Τνευμα ayy, τὸ δια των τοροφηΐων κεκήηρυχος τὰς οἰκονομίας, καὶ τας 
EAEVTELS, καὶ τὴν EK WapTeve γεννεσιν, καὶ TO Wades καὶ τὴν EYEPTIY EK γεχρων, KOE THY 
ἐγσαρχον εἰς τς Bpaves ἀναλήψιν Te ἡγαπήμενξ Xoice Ince te Kupie ἡμων; καὶ τὴν ex τῶν 
ϑρανων ev τῇ δοξῃ τὸ Παῖρος wapeciay avie, ἐπι to ἀανακεφαλαιωσασῖαι ta τπτανῆα, και 
αναςήσαι Waray σαρχα πάσης ἀνϑρωποίηΐος, wa Χριςῳ Ince tw Κυρίῳ ἡμων, καὶ Θεῳ, 
Kas σωτηρι, και βασίλει, κατὰ τὴν Evdomay Te Πατρὸς Te αορῶτϑ, way you χαμψὴ era 
ρανιὼν κῴϊ ἐπιγείων Ko καταχϑονιων, καὶ στᾶσα γλωσσα εξομολογησηται αὐτῳ, καὶ κρισιν 
δικαίαν εν τοῖς πτάσι ποιησηται τὰ μὲν πνευμάτρκα τῆς Wornpias, καὶ αἴγελες wapabeby- 
κοτᾶς, χαὶ ἐν ἀποςασιᾳ γεγονοτάς, καὶ τὰς ἀσεδεις, καὶ ἀδικδς, καὶ ἄνομιδς, καὶ βλασ- 
φημᾶὲς των ανῶρωπων εἰς τὸ αἰωνίον Wup Weary’ τοις δὲ δικαίοις, καὶ ὅσιοις, και τὰς ἐντολᾶς 
αντῷ τετηρήκοσι, Kou ἐν TH ἀγαπῇ αὐτὸ διαμεμενήκοσι τοῖς am ἀρχῆς, τοις δὲ εκ μετανοίας, 
ζωὴν χαρισάμενος, αφδαρσιαν δωρησηται, var δοξαν αἰωνιαν περιποιηση. Li. Ci 
pp. 44, 45. (P.) 

t+ “Ilo unum Deum credentes fabricatorem ceeli et terrae, et omnium que in eis 
‘sunt, per Christum Jesum Dei Filium. Qui propter eminentissimam erga figmen- 
tum suum dilectionem, eam que esset ex virgine generationem sustinuit, ise per 
se hominem adunans Deo, et passus sub Pontio Pilato, et resurgens et in claritate 
receptus in gloria, venturus salvator eorumn qui salyantur, et judex eorum qui judi- 
cantur, et mittens in ignem #ternum transfiguratores veritatis, et contemptores 
Patris sui et adventtis ejus.” L. iii. C. iv. Ὁ. 206. (P.) On Baptismal Creeds, 
See Lord King’s Inquiry, Pt. ii. Ch. iii. Sect. v. vi. f 
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heaven ahd earth, and in Jesus Christ his only Son our 
Lord, who was conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the 
Virgin Mary, suffered under. Pontius Pilate, was crucified, 
dead, and buried. The third day he rose from the dead, he 
_ ascended into heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of God 
the Father Almighty, from thence he shall come to judge 
the living and the dead.” To these perhaps may be added 
the article which, in a still more explicit manner, expresses 
the resurrection of the dead, or, as it was more anciently 
expressed, of the flesh. 

These are certainly all the articles to which those in the 
two glosses of Irenaeus can be supposed to correspond ; and 
nothing can be more evident than that every one of them 
was intended to exclude the Gnostics, except, perhaps, that 
which speaks of Christ as born of a virgin. But even this 
might not be intended to describe the berth of Christ in such 
a manner as to exclude those who thought it natural, so 
much as to assert that he was really and properly born, in 
opposition to those Gnostics who said that he was not pro- 
perly born, as he took nothing from his mother. As we 
learn from Origen that there were even in the Gentile church 
-some persons who did not believe the miraculous conception, 
and as this is only a gloss upon the creed given by Irenzus, 
who did believe it, and thought it to be of considerable im- 
portance, we cannot be sure that this article, in its present 
form, was in the creed as it was made use of in his time. 
At most, this article could only be intended to exclude from 
christian communion those Unitarians who disbelieved the 
miraculous conception, and by no means those who dd 
believe it, which is the case of almost all the Unitarians of 
the present age. 

Indeed the fact, which is universally acknowledged, viz, 
that great numbers of Unitarians were in communion with 
the catholic church, before and after the time of Irenzeus, 
sufficiently proves that the proper creed, to which all Chris- 
tians gave their consent, did not contain any articles that 
must (if they had any operation or effect) have excluded 
them. The learned Dr. Grabe supposes that the article 
concerning the miraculous conception was not in the early 
baptismal creeds, but was reserved for a head of instruction 
after baptism.* 

All the other articles above-mentioned are acknowledged, 
by the learned writer of the History of the Apostles’ Creed, 


*  Annotata in Bulli Judicium,” C. vi. Bulli Opera, p. 389. (P.) 
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to be directed against the Gnosties, who did not believe 
that the maker of heaven and earth was the Father of Jesus 
Christ, that Jesus was the Christ, that he was ever properly 
born, or suffered, and who did not believe in a resurrection 
or future judgment.* If it be thought that any of these 
articles, or any clause in them, was not originally intended 
to exclude the Gnostics, at least it cannot be said that they 
were intended to exclude any other set of men, but to ex- 
press such facts, or principles, as were believed by all 
Christians. 

Dr. Sykes observes, that since these two creeds of Irenzeus 
‘do not agree in words, nor consist of the same articles, but 
differ in many instances, they cannot be looked upon as 
creeds of any church, but as summaries of the doctrines of 
Christianity drawn up in this author’s own form.”+ How- 
ever, though they certainly, for these reasons, are not creeds 
in words and form, they are evidently the writer’s gloss or 
comment on some actual creed, and allude to the particular 
articles of one. 

The next copies of the creed, or at least something like it, 
we find in the writings of Tertullian; who gives us three of 
them, all very different from each other, and from those of 
Irenzus ; two of them evidently diffuse glosses, and more 
likely to be so, as they are introduced into treatises against 
particular heresies ; the other more simple, and, being inserted 
in a treatise relating to practice, is more likely to approach 
nearer to the real creed proposed to the catechumens in his 
time. It is as follows: ‘* The rule of faith is only one, 
admitting of no change or emendation, requiring us to be- 
lieve in one God Almighty, the maker of the world; and in 
his Son Jesus Christ, born of the Virgin Mary, crucified 
under Pontius Pilate, raised from the dead on the third day, 
received up into heaven, now sitting at the right hand οἵ" 
the Father, and who will come again to judge both the livin 
and the dead, even by the resurrection of the flesh. This 
law of faith remaining, other things, being matters of disci- 
pline and conduct, admit of new corrections, the grace of 
God co-operating. t 


* See Lord King’s Crit. Hist. Ch. ii. iii. 

+ “An Inquiry wheu the Resurrection of the Body, or Flesh, was first inserted 
into the public Creeds,” 1757. (P.) See Disney’s Mem. of Sykes, p. 345. 

1 Regula quidem fidei una omniné est, sola, immobilis et irreformabilis, credendi 
scilicet in unicum Deum, omnipotentem, mundi conditorem, et Filium ejus Jesum 
Christum, natum ex Virgine Maria, crucifixum sub Pontio Pilato, tertid die resusci- 
tatum ἃ mortuis, receptum in ceelis, sedentem nunc ad dextram Patris, venturum 
judicare vivos et mortuos, per carnis etiam resurrectionem. H&c lege fidei manente, 
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This creed contains no articles that are not contained in 
the creed of Irenzus, except the more distinct mention of 
the resurrection of the flesh, which it is well known all the 
Gnostics denied ; so that there can be no doubt of its having 
been directed against them. 

_ The second creed of Tertullian occurs in his treatise De 

Prescriptione, in which he combats the Gnostic doctrine ; 

and therefore he enlarges upon the several articles, with a 

view to make it more evidently levelled against them. 
‘¢ The rule of faith is that by which we are taught to believe 
that there is but one God, and this no other than the maker 
of the world, who produced every thing out of nothing by 
his own word, then first sent down; that that word was 
called his Son, that he appeared variously in the name (i. e. 
in the character) of God, to the patriarchs, that he was after- 
wards conveyed by the Spirit and power of God the Father, 
into the Virgin Mary; that he was made flesh in her womb, 
and from her appeared in the person of Jesus Christ; that 
he thence preached a new law, and a new promise of the 
kingdom of heaven ; that he performed miracles, was fixed 
to the cross, rose again on the third day, was taken up into 
heaven, sat at the right hand of the Father, sent the power 
of the Holy Spirit, in his place, to inspire believers ; that he 
will come with glory to take the saints to inherit eternal life, 
and the celestial promises, and to judge the wicked to ever- 
lasting fire, being raised again in their flesh.”* Admitting 
this to have been the genuine creed, every article in it is still 
more evidently pointed at the Gnostics. 

The third copy of the creed, or rather another gloss upon 
it, is found in Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas; and 
being a gloss, the object of it is evidently to make it express 
more clearly his own doctrine of the personification of the 
logos, which Praxeas denied. It is as follows: ‘* We believe 


catera jam discipline et conversationis, admittunt novitatem correctionis, operante 
scilicet et proficiente usque ad finem gratia Dei.” De Virginibus velandis, Sect. i. 
p. 178. (P.) 

* «Regula est autem fidei, ut jam hinc quid defendamus profiteamur, illa scilicet 
qua creditur unum omnind Deum esse; nec alium preter mundi conditorem; qui 
universa de nihilo produxerit, per verbum suum primo omnium demissum: id 
verbum Filium ejus appellatum, in nomine Dei varié visum a patriarchis, in pro- 
phetis semper auditum, postremo delatum ex spiritu Patris, Dei et virtute, in Vir- 

inem Mariam, carnem factum in utero ejus, et ex ea natum egisse [exisse] Jesum 

hristum; exinde preedicasse novam legem, et novam promissionem regni celorum ; 
virtutes fecisse; fixum cruce; tertia die resurrexisse; in ccelos ereptum sedisse ad 
dextram Patris; misisse vicariam vim Spiritis Sancti, qui credentes agat; venturum 
cum claritate, ad sumendos sanctos in vite seternee et promissoram ceelestium fruc- 
tum, et ad profanos adjudicandos igni pérpetuo, facta utriusque partis resuscitatione 
cum carnis restitutione.” Sect. xiii. p. 206. (P. 
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in one God, but under that dispensation which we call the 
ceconomy ; so that there is also a Son of this one God, his 
word, who proceeded from him, by whom all things were 
made, and without whom nothing was made that was made ; 
that he was sent by the Father into a virgin, and of her 
born man and God, the Son of man and the Son of God, 
and called Jesus Christ; that he suffered, died, and was 
buried, according to the Scriptures ; that he was raised by 
the Father, and taken up into heaven; that he sits at the 
right hand of the Father, and that he will come to judge 
the living and the dead; who thence, according to his pro- 
mise, sent from the Father the Holy Spirit, the comforter, 
and the sanctifier of the faith of those who believe in the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.” * . 

Of the other articles which were added to the creed after- 
wards, an account may be seen in the learned History of the 
Creed mentioned above, and it is very apparent that they 
were all levelled at particular heresies; but all the original 
articles of the creed were calculated to exclude the Gnostics, 
and not one of them can be said to affect the Unitarians, 
especially if they believed the miraculous conception, as I 
may have occasion to observe more particularly hereafter. 
At present I produce these creeds with a view to shew how 
soon the Christian church took the alarm at the principles 
of the Gnostics, and how careful they were to take all the 
methods in their power to keep them out of the church. 

It appears, from Cyril of Jerusalem, that the use that 
was made of the creed was to interrogate each of the candi- 
dates for baptism, whether they believed the several articles 
of it. 

I shall conclude this account of the creed, with observing 
that, in the Apostolical Constitutions, which were probably 
written in the fourth century, we have a very short and 
simple creed proposed. For it is there said, that “ the faith 
of Christians is, to believe that there is one Almighty God, 


* «Unicum quidem Deum credimus, sub hac tamen dispensatione quam cecono- 
miam dicimus, ut unici Dei sit et Filius sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso processerit, per 
quem omnia facta sunt, et sine quo factum est nihil; hunc missum a Patre in vir- 
ginem, et ex ea natum hominem et Deum, Filium hominis et Filium Dei, et cogno- 
minatum Jesum Christum. Hunc passum, hunc mortuum, et sepultum, secundum 
Scripturas; et resuscitatum ἃ Patre, et in ccelos resumptum, sedere ad dextram 
Patris, venturum judicare vivos et mortuos, qui exinde miserit, secundum pro- 
Missionem suam, a Patre Spiritum Sanctum, paracletum, sanctificatorem fidei eorum 
qui credunt in Patrem et Filium, et Spiritum Sanctum. Hance regulam ab initio 
evangelii decucuyrisse,” &c. Ad Praweam, Sect.ii. p. 501. (P.) 

+ Mele ravla emi τὴν ὥγιαν re Seve Bomlopales ἐχειραγωγεισῖδε κολυμξηῦραν, ὡς ὃ 
Χριςος ame τῷ cavpe ἐπὶ τὸ ποφόκειμενον μνημα" καὶ -nowlalo ἕκαςος εἰ micever εἰς τὸ ovo 
te Παῖρος, καὶ te “Tis, καὶ τ dye Πγευμαῖος. Cat. Myst, ii. p.285. (P.) 
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and no other, and that he alone is to be worshipped, by 
Jesus Christ, in the holy spirit.” * 

In the times in which the doctrine of the Trinity was 
much agitated, the articles of the Apostles’ Creed were not 
thought to be sufficient; and some of the more zealous 
bishops proposed the Nicene Creed, and other tests, to those 
who were in communion with them. Theodoret made his 
catechumens recite the Nicene Creed at baptism.+ Epi- 
phanius also proposed a large creed to be used at baptism. 
in Opposition to heretics.£ But this practice does not appear 
to have been general. A copy of the Apostles’ Creed, much 
enlarged, with a kind of comment, may be seen in the works 


of Cyril of Alexandria. ὃ 


CHAPTER VI. 


OF THE DOCTRINE OF PLATO CONCERNING GOD, AND 
THE GENERAL SYSTEM OF NATURE. 


Ir will be seen, that what was called orthodox Christianity, 
after the Council of Nice, had received a considerable tinge 
from the tenets of Gnosticism, of which a view has been 
given in the last Section. But the proper source of it was 
the philosophy of Plato. 

| The doctrine of the personification of the logos, or the 
divine intellect, consisting of the attributes of wisdom, 
power, &c. was certainly introduced by the Platonists, and 
from them it was adopted by the Christian fathers ; but it 
appears to me, from a pretty careful examination of the 
writings of Plato, that this was not done by himself, though 
the confusion of his ideas gave occasion to it in his fol- 
lowers. 

According to Plato, the universe was made by the supreme 


* Θέων σταν]οκραῆορα Eva μονον ὕπαρχειν, wap’ ὃν αλλ» εκ esi, καὶ avioy povoy σεξειν 
καὶ τπροσπυνειν, δια Ince ΧριςΒ τ Κυριβ ἥμων, ev τῷ wavayiw τνευμαῖι. Constitut. 
Apost. L. vi. p.343. (P.) 
fF Tes yap καθ᾽ Exacoy clos τῷ τσαναγιῳ τοροσιονῖας Bamlopals, τὴν exleveroay ev Ni- 
Kage Waa τῶν γιων καὶ μακαριων walepwy wis expapravey πταρασχευαζομεν" χαὶ 
μυςτωγωγδνῖες aves ὡς προσεϊωχϑημεν, βαπῆιζομεν εἰς τὸ ovo re Παῖρος, και Te “Tie, 
καὶ τῷ aye ΤΠνευμαῖος, ἕνικως ἑκαςτην τοροσηγοριαν προσφερονῖες. Kpist. cxlv. Opera, 
III. p. 1099. (P.) 

{ Ancoratus, Sect. cxxi. Opera, Il. p. 123. (P.) 
| §& Opera, II. p. 699. (P.) } i i 
’ || The remainder of this Chapter, except the four last paragraphs, is copied, with 
some enlargements and corrections, from the author's Essay “ Of the Doctrine of 
Plato concerning God, and the general System of Nature,” in the Theol. Repos. 1V. 
pp. 7797. See supra, p. 12. 
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God, whom he often styles aya3G@, or the good, without the 
instrumentality of any subordinate being whatever, only 
making it according to a pattern previously formed in his 
own mind. Language to this effect is frequent in his writ- 
ings ; but there is ἃ manifest confusion in his account of the 
edeas of the divine mind, by means of which the plan of the 
universe was formed; so that he sometimes makes them to 
be a second principle of things, and the world itself, which 
was produced from those ideas, a third principle. But 1 do 
not find that he ever proceeded so far as to make the divine 
mind, veg, or AcyG@, a second God, a distinct intelligent being. 

The Demiurgus, or immediate maker of the world, accord- 
ing to the following passage, was evidently the supreme 
Being himself, and not any subordinate agent or principle 
whatever. ‘* You will say,” says he, ‘that all animals that 
are produced, and perishable, and which formerly were not, 
either have their origin from some god, who made them, 
or according to the opinion of the vulgar. What opinion? 
That nature produced them as a self-moving cause, without 
(δτιανοια) intelligence ; or with a divine knowledge, and reason 
(raoyG) which comes from God.” * 


I have not met with any passage more favourable to the 


doctrine of a second God, employed in making the world, 
in all the writings of Plato, than this; and yet it is evident 
that the /ogos here spoken of, as that by which God made 
the universe, was, in his idea, synonymous with διάνοια and 
emisnuy, or his understanding, and by no means any other 
proper person or agent. 

That, in Plato’s idea, it was the supreme Being who him- 
self accomplished the work of creation, is evident from his 
representation of him as rejoicing at the conclusion of it. 
« When he saw the system in motion, and considered the 
beautiful image of the eternal gods, the generating Father 
rejoiced, and was glad, and thought to make it more to 
resemble the pattern.”+ The resemblance between this 
passage and that of Moses, Gen. i. 31, “ And God saw 
every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very 
good,” is very striking; so that it is no wonder that many 


* Ξενθο. Ζωα δὴ wavla ϑνηῖα καὶ gria—— μων adav τινίδου 4 Θὲβ InurepyeI]@s 
φήσομεν ὕςερον γιγνεσῶῦαι, wpolepoy en οὐὔα ἡ τῷ τῶν worrwy δογικαῆι καὶ ρημιαῖι χρωμεν 
δι, @catlyiG-». Tow Bev. Te τὴν φυσιν ala γεναν, como τινί.» alias avioualys, 
Kon aver Qiavarns φυβσης, ἡ pela oye τε, καὶ ἐπις-μης Tein, aro Ose γιγνομενῆς. So- 
phistes, p. 114. (P.) 

F Ὡς τε κινηῶεν τε alo καὶ Cov evevonoe, τῶν aidiov Seay yevoucvoy ayarua, ὃ γεννήσας 
Tlalnp ηγασϑὴ τε, καὶ εὐφρωνέδεις εἶτ: δὲ ψκωλλον ὅμοιον wpos τὸ τταραδενγμα εἰενεγοησεν 
απεργάσεσσαι. Timeus, ρι 480. (P.) 
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persons should have thought that Plato had seen the writings 
of Moses, and copied from them. But I think that if Plato 
had taken thzs from Moses, he would have taken more; 
and in other respects the theology of Plato is very different 
indeed from that of Moses, though they both agree im repre- 
senting the supreme Being himself as having made all things 
by his own power, and to have pronounced them very good. 

That the supreme Being himself is the Demzurgus according 
to Plato, and not any subordinate being, is also evident from 
this passage: ‘*‘ Nothing can be produced without a cause, 
for when the Demiurgus looks to what is always the same,” 
(meaning the images of things always existing in his mind,) 
‘* and making use of this as a pattern, produces into act his 
idea and power, every thing must necessarily be finished in 
the most perfect manner.” * 

Plato never distinguishes the Demzurgus from the creator 
of the world, as his followers and the Christian fathers were 
careful to do; and with respect to all the emmortal begs, 
Plato introduces the supreme Being as solemnly addressing 
them, and calling himself their Demiurgus, ‘“‘ Gods of gods, 
of whom I am the Maker, and the Father of the works, 
which are made by myself,’ + &c. 

Much has been said concerning the Platonic logos; but if 
by this be meant a person distinct from the being whose 
logos it is, we must not look for it in the writings of Plato 
himself, but in those of his followers. Aceording to Plato, 
logos has only two acceptations, viz. those of speech, and of 
reason, such as is found in man. Having spoken of one 
logos as infirm, and standing in need of assistance, he says, 
ἐς there is another logos, the natural brother of this, much 
better, and more powerful, viz. that which is written with 
knowledge in the mind of the learner, able to help itself, 
knowing with whom to speak, and with whom to be silent. 
Phed. You mean the living and animated logos of an intel- 
ligent person, of which that which is written may be justly 
called the image.” + This is evidently a description (though 
a very poor one) of reason, as a faculty of the mind, and by 
no means that of a person. 


* Tay yap τι αδυναῖον χωρὶς alia γενεσιν oxerv. “Olay μὲν ev ὁ AnusepyG», τρὸς τὸ 
καῖα ταυῖα εχον BAe@ov, wer τοιδῆῳ τινι wpoxpanevYOr wapaderyual, τὴν Weay καὶ δυναμιν 
απεργαζεῖαι, καλὸν εξ avarynns οὕτως ἀποελεισδαι way. Timeus, p. 477. (P.) 

+ Θεοι ϑεων, ὧν eyo nyse oO», Παῆηρ τε ἐργων, & δι’ ens γενομενα. Ibid. p. 481. (P.) 

t Zw. Ti de ἀλλον ὅρωμεν λογον Tala adeApoy γνησιον τῷ τρόπῳ γιγνεῖαι, καὶ ὅσω ἀμει- 
νῶν καὶ δυνα]ωερίθ. tele φυεῖαι Ὃς μετ᾽ emisnuns yoapelas ev Ty Te μανϑανονῖθ» 
ψυχῃ, dvval@s μεν apvvas ἑωυΐῳ, επις-μων τε λέγειν τε nar σιγᾶν woos ὃς de. Das Tov 
Te εἰδο] Ὁ)» λογον μεγεις Cova καὶ ἐμψυχον. Pheed. p. 918, (P.) 
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Plato makes the same distinction in his Theetetus. After 
defining one /ogos te mean speech, he says of another, 
“ They who Shiwk rightly, are said to think with logos, and 
there can be no right opinion without knowledge.’ * In this 
passage he is describing a property of the mind of man; but 
there can be no doubt of his having the same idea of the 
constitution of the divine mind, as he no where supposes 
that there is, in this respect, any difference between them, 
which the Christian fathers very particularly point out. For, 
according to them, the divine logos became a permanent prin- 
ciple or person, which the human loges could not be. 

The term veg is another denomination of the logos, signi- 
fying the tntelligence or wisdom οἵ God; but I find no per- 
sonification of this principle, in Plato. One of his definitions 
of it is the following: ‘* Neg is either the same thing with 
truth, or exeeedingly like to it.’ + This is far from being 
an accurate definition ; but there is by no means any per- 
sonification in it, ἘΠΕῚ Plato makes no difference between 
the mind of man and that of God, in this respect. 

The things to which there is the greatest appeararice of 
Plato giving a permanent existence, as original principles of 
things, are the ideas in the divine mind, from which was 
formed the exemplar or pattern of the visible world. But if 
all that he has advanced on this subject (with respect to 
which his own ideas were far from being clear) be attended 
to, it will be perceived, that by ideas he meant what we may 
eall the elements, or rather the objects, of real knowledge, of 
which the minds of philosophers, as well as the divine mind, 
were possessed. But by zdeas he did not mean what we 
now do by that term, viz. the image left in the mind by the 
impression of external objects. 

« If understanding and right opinion,” he says, ‘‘ be two 
species of things, there must be things that are not perceived 
by our senses, but by the understanding only.”+ Then, 
asserting that understanding and right opinion are two 
species of things, he says, that “‘ of one of these (meaning 
right opinion) all men are capable; but of the former, viz. 
vec, or understanding, only the gods and a few men are 
capable.” Admitting this distinction, he says, ‘it will fol- 
low, that there must be a species of things” (meaning, no 


"Ὅσοι τι ορδον dokaleor wavlws αυῖο pavevias μεῖα oye exovies, καὶ εδαμιδ ετι oon'n 

oka χωρις emisnuns γενησεῖαι. Theeetetus, p. 94. (P. 

+ Nes δὲ lo: ταυῖον και αληδεια es, ἡ πτανῆων suoclaley και αληδεςαον. Philebus, 
p- 175. (P.) 

t Et μὲν γες καὶ Boku adn ding ες ιν δυο γενή, Wavlamacw ives nadavia ravle ἀγαισθηῖα 
ὑφ᾽ ἡμων, εἰδὴ, γοθμενου μόνου. Timeeus, Ρ. 485. (P.) 
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doubt, his zdeas) ““ not subject to generation or destruction, 
receiving nothing from without, nor ever leaving their seat, 
to go to any thing that is without, and which the under- 
standing alone can look into.”’* 

Aristotle, in his animadversions on the ideas of Plato, 
gives the same account of the origin of this hypothesis, but 
he explains it more intelligibly. “ The doctrine of zdeas,” 
he says, ‘* was advanced by those who were convinced by 
the reasoning of Heraclitus, that all sensible things are 
always flowing” (or changing), “50 that if there be any 
such thing as real knowledge,” (which was supposed to require 
a fixed object,) ‘¢ there must be things of a different nature 
from those that are the objects of our senses. They must be 
fixed, for there can be no proper knowledge of things that 
are flowing.” + 

Such were the wretched metaphysics, undeserving of any 
confutation at this day, on which this sublime doctrine of 
ideas was founded. 

To this system of zdeas, existing im the divine mind, Plato 
elsewhere gives the name of the znviseble and intelligible 
world; and he is here contrasting it with the visible world, 
of which it was the type or pattern; saying, ““ there is a 
second, similar to this, and bearing the same name,” (viz. 
that of world, xocpG@-, which means the whole visible system, 
and not this earth in particular,) ‘ that is perceived by the 
senses, generated, always in motion, in some place, subject 
also to destruction, end apprehended by epznzon’’ +t (which he 
makes to be a different thing from understanding) ‘‘ and the 
senses.” Then, after having spoken of these two principles, 
the visible and invisible worlds, he speaks of a therd thing, 
«ς which affords place for every thing, is not subject to cor- 
ruption ; a thing that is to be conceived without being felt, 
and not easily to be understood.”§ By this he can mean 
nothing but either space, or, if his meaning may be explained 


* Kare μὲν στάντα ανδρα μετέχειν pares, Te de Sees, ανϑρωπων δὲ yevOv, Bocexy τε- 
Tetwy δὲ οὕτω εχοντων, ὁμολογητεὸν μεν Eel τὸ KATE αὐτῶ εχον OOM, ἀγενγητον χαὶ ἄνω- 
λεῖδρον eds εἰς ἕαυτο εἰς δεχόμενον WAN αλλοῖεν, ETE φῦτο εἰς ἄλλοποι ἰὸν, αὐρῶτὸν TE “aL 
ἀλλως αναισϑητον ate, ὃ Oy νοησις εἰληχει ἐπισχόπειν, Timeus, Ρ. 485. (P.) 

Ἵ Συνεξη δὲ περι τῶν εἰδων δοξα τοις εἰπεσιν, dia τὸ πεισώηνοι weps τῆς ὡλησειας τοῖς 
Ἡρακλειίτιοις λόγοις, ὡς WayTwy αἰσητων ae ρεοντων" ὧς TE εἰπερ ἐπις-μή THOS ἐςιν KOE 
φρόνησις, ἕτερας τινας Oey φυσεις εἰνῶι σσώρα τᾶς αἰσδητάς, μενθσαξς' 8 γὰρ sivas τῶν 
ρεοντων επις-μην.. Metaphysica, L. xii. C.iv. Opera, Il. p.749. (P.) 

{ To δὲ Gumvpoy, ἁμοιον τε exe, δευτερὸν αἰσίδητον, γεννήτον, πτεφορήμενον, (ει; Ὑγνο- 
μενὸν εν τινι τόπῳ, καὶ Wed exten ὡπολλύυμενον, δοξη μετ᾽ αἰσϑησεως περιληπ]ον. 
Ibid. (P.) 

§ Titov de ἂν γεν», ὃν τὸ γαρ χωρας aes φδορας 8 apoadsxonevor, edpay de wapexoy 
ὅσα eyes γενεσιν Wari, αὐτὸ de μετ᾽ αγαισνδησιοις ourlay λογισμῷ τινε VON μογὲς Wig ove 
Timeus, p. 485. 2.) 
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by Timeus Locrus, his master, or Proclus, his commentator, 
pruneval matter, from which all things were made. 

The latter, explaining this passage in the writings of Plato, 
says, that ‘‘ he calls the ro ὁν the father, and matter, the 
mother and nurse of the creation,”* 

Plato distinguishes these three things more distinctly in 
the tollowing manner: ‘ There are three things to be distin- 
guished ; the thing produced, that in which it is produced, 
and that from which it was produced, and from which it took 
its hkeness. ‘To use a comparison, we may call that which 
receives, the mother, that from whieh it was derived, the 
father, and the offspring between them, is nature.” + 

If there be a proper Platonic trinity (and all the ancients 
seem to have been fond of the number ¢hree), the three things 
or principles above-mentioned seem to be more distinctly 
marked than any other ternary in the writings of Plato, viz. 
the divine intellect, or system of ideas, here called the father, 
the visible world the child, and matter the mother. But this 
is far from being a trinity of persons in the Divine Being, 
Primeval matter he afterwards characterizes in a more diffuse 
and figurative manner, saying, that ‘ it is the receptacle of 
the universe, neither earth, nor fire, nor water, nor any thing 
made out of them, or of which they are made, but contain- 
ing all things ; which is, in an inexplicable manner, capable 
of an intelligible nature, not to be comprehended by itself.” Ὁ 

There are two passages in the works of Plato! from which 
Cyril of Alexandria pretends to prove that “ the Greeks 
extended the divine nature to three hypostases, and that 
God had a logos.”§ The first is from the Epinomis; but 
this appears to me to be little to his purpose. For, in that 
place, Plato having spoken of the heavenly bodies perform- 
ing their revolutions about this visible world, says, ‘“ which 
the most divine logos has established.” || This is nothin 
more than if he had said, the divine Power, or the divine 
Being himself, made the world, 


* Kas yap exer τὸ μεν dv warepar, τὴν δὲ ὕλην μητερα, καὶ τιϑηνὴν ἐπονομώζει τῆς γενε- 
σεως. In Platonem, L.i. C. xx. p. 69. (P.) 

ἵ Ἐν δὲ ev τῷ πάροντι χρη yevy διανοησϑήναι τρυτῆα, τὸ μεν γιγνόμενον, τὸ δὲ εν w γιγνε- 
Tat, τὸ δὲ dev αφομόοιθμενον, φνεται τὸ γιγνόμενον. Kou δὲ καὶ περοσεικασαι πρέπει, τὸ 
oe δεχόμενον μητρι, To De Owev warp, τὴν ds μεταξυ τϑτων φυσιν elyovw νοῆσαι τε. 

bid. (P.) 

Διο τὴν τ8 γεγονότος ὅρατα, nas WayTas cyte μήτερα τι ὑποδοχήν, μήτε γὴν, μήτε 
Hepa, μήτε τυρ, μητε ὕδωρ λεγομεν, μητε ὅσα εκ τότων, ants εξ ὧν TavTa γεγονεν, GAN 
φράσον εἶδος τι, τοῦ ὠμορῴην, wavdeyes μεταλαμβάνων δὲ «πορωτατὰ wy Te νοητϑ, καὶ 
δυσαλωτοτατον αὐτὸ λέγοντες, 8 Ψευσομεθα. Timeus, p. 485. (P.) 

§ Coa. Jul. L, viii, Juliani Op, il, p. 271. (¢P-) 

ll Κόσμον ὧν erake ΛΟγΌ» ὁ wavtwy Sewrat@- dpatave Operas p. 702  (P.) 
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The other passage is a very obscure one, at the close of 
the epistle to Hermias, Erastus and Coriscus, in which men- 
tion is made of ‘*‘ God the governor of all things,” and also 
of his Father; but as no explanation is added, his meaning 
is not easily discovered. Writing to the three persons above- 
mentioned, and expressing his wish that their friendship 
might remain unalterable, he advises them, among other 
methods, to take a joint oath, ““ by God the governor of all 
things that are, and that are to come, and the Lord the Fa- 
ther of the governor, and of the cause, whom, if we truly 
philosophize, we shall all know, as far as happy men can 
attain to.’”’* 

If the construction of the Greek be attended to, we shall 
see that such a distinction is not made between the governor 
and the Father as we should have expected, if they had been 
distinct persons. It will be seen that a person being his 
own father occurs in the writings of the Jater Platonists, 
and the conclusion of this passage speaks of no more than 
one person. 

But though Plato himself did not proceed so far as to 
personify these ideas, or any thing else belonging to the 
divine mind, it may easily be conceived how this might 
come to be done by his followers, especially from their 
calling these ideas, the causes, as well as principles, of things. 
Diogenes Laertius, in his Life of Plato, says, that he made 
the terms idea, form, kind, pattern, principle and cause (as, 
I think, his words are most naturally rendered into English) 
to be synonymous.+ ‘ Ideas, he supposed to be causes, 
and principles, of things being naturally what they are.” +t 
It also appears from Aristotle, that ideas were usually called 
the causes of things; and the notion of a cause, and that 
of a proper author or person, are nearly allied. It being a 
favourite principle with the ancients, that the divine mind 
was immoveable, and therefore could not go forth to the 
work of creation, but that something else must do this ; this 
second principle seems to have been personified for this pur- 
pose. But this was not done by Plato; for he made ideas to 
be as immoveable as the divine mind itself. In the affected 
mysterious way of expressing himself, which he frequently 


* ἙἘπομνυντας MAL τῶν WAYTOY TEwy ἡγεμόνα τῶν TE OYTWY καὶ τῶν μελλοντων, τῷ TE 
ἡγεμόνος και aitie Πατερω, Kupioy, ἐπομνυντῶς, ὧν, ay ovtas φιλοσοφωμεν; εἰσομεν τσᾶντες 
σαφως, εἰς δυναμιν ανδρωπὼν εὐδαιμόνων. (P.) ; 

+ Τὴν γε ev ἰδεῶν, καὶ εἰδὸς ονομαζει,, κῶι γενος, nan τσαραδειγμῶν και ἀρχήν; Kab αὐτιον. 
Vita Platonis, p. 225. (P.) 

T Τας δε Wears ὕφιταται αἰτιῶς τινας, καὶ ἀρχῶς, TE TOUT Elves τῶ φυσει συγεςωτῶ 
ὅσαπερ ες:ιν αὐτὰ. Ibid. p. 232. (P.) 
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adopted, he says, that ““ idea” (for he sometimes used this 
term in the singular, and sometimes in the plural number) 
‘** neither moves nor remains ;” meaning, perhaps, that it 
had no relation to space, and that ‘ it is both one and 
many.” * 

The Christian fathers have called the second principle, or 
logos, the Son, and the supreme Being himself the Father ; 
but in the system of Plato, the sun has the appellation of 
sxyovG, or the offspring of the Deity ; and in one place the 
whole universe is called his only-begotten Son. ‘* The sun,” 
he says, “‘ he created analogous to himself; for he himself 
in the intellectual world bears the same relation to the mind, 
and the things perceived by the mind, that the sun in the 
visible world bears to the eye, and the objects perceived by 
the eye.” + 

His explanation of this analogy displays much confusion 
in his ideas on the subject. ‘* As the sun,” he says, “ gives 
the eye a power of seeing, and the objects a power of being 
seen; so that which gives truth to things that are known, 
and power” (that is, of knowing) ‘* to him that knows, is the 
idea of the good” (or of God) “ being the cause of know- 
ledge and of truth, as perceived by the mind.” ἢ 

Plotinus has the same idea, viz. that the good is both the 
cause of being, and of its appearing to be; just as the sun 
is both the cause of sensible things, and also of their being 
perceived by the senses, though itself be neither sight nor 
sensible things. ὃ 

Plato also says, that ‘‘as light and vision resemble the 
sun, but are not the sun, so knowledge and truth resemble 
the good, but are not the good; the good itself being 
something more venerable.”|| In this and the preceding 
passage, it is observable, that he makes the good, and the 


* Kau τὴν Weav, ovTe κίνϑμενον, OuTE μενον" Ka TaUTO, καὶ ἕν, καὶ σολλα. Vita Pla- 
tonis, p.25. (P.) 

t Tovroy rower, ἣν δ᾽ εγω, φάναι με λέγειν τὸν τῷ ayabe exyover, ὃν τ᾽ ayaboy ἐγεννήσεν 
ἀνάλογον ἕαντῳ, ὃ, TIMED αὑτὸ ἐν τῷ νοηήτῳ τόπῳ Whos TE VEY και TH νοϑμενᾶ, οὗτος οὗτον 
ἐν τῷ spate whos τε οψιν και τὰ δρωμεια. De Rep. L. vi. p. 438. (P.) 

1 Tero row τὸ τὴν αληθειαν wapexoy τοῖς γιγνωσχομιενοις, και τῷ γιγνώσκοντι τὴν 
δυγαμιν ἀποδιδον, τὴν Te ayabe Weay φαθι εἰναι, aitiay δ᾽ επις-μης δσαν και αληθειας, ὡς 
γιγνωσκομενης μεν δια ve. Ibid. (P.) 

§ Ara rete 8 μονον λέγεται τῆς ἐσιᾶς ἀλλα χαὶι τὸ ὁρασδαι: αὐτὴν αἰτίος εκεινὸς εἰναι" 
ὥσπερ δὲ ὁ ἥλιος τ ὅρασδαι τοις αἰσϑητοις καὶ τὰ γενεσῆαι αἴτιος WY" αἴτιος πως καὶ τῆς 
oews εςτιν, θχκϑν ere οψις 8τε τὰ γινομενα᾽ οὕτω καὶ ἡ τ ayate φυσις αἰτία Boas καὶ vB, 
En. vi. L. vii. C. xvi. p. 709. (P.) 

I] Ὥσπερ exes φως τε καὶ οψιν ἡλοειδὴ μεν νομίζειν opto, ἡλιονδε de yyeicIas ex ορδως 
εχει" οὕτω καὶ ἐνταυῦα ὠγαδοειδὴ ev νομίζειν TAT ἀμφοτερα ορῖδον, wyantoy δὲ ἡγεισθαι 
in ἫΣ ax ορδον" GAN’ eve μειζωνως τιμήτεον τὴν ἀγαδ8 ἑξιν. De Rep. L. νἱ. 
Ρ. 433. (Ρ. 
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idea of the good, to be synonymous. This, 1 hope, may 
serve as a specimen of the metaphysical acumen of Plato, 
and indeed of the ancients in general. 

This comparison of the Divine Being, and his influence 
in the moral world, to the sun and his rays in the natural 
world, which Plato did not pursue to any great length, being 
taken up and carried on by Philo, and the Christian fathers, 
contributed greatly to the formation of the doctrine of the 
Christian trinity. According to the philosophy of the an- 
cients, rays of light were something emitted by the sun, but 
still belonging to him, and never properly separated from 
him ; but after being emitted in the day, were drawn into 
their source at might. As by these rays objects become 
visible, so that they serve as a medium of communication 
between the eye and the visible object, in like manner Plato 
must have supposed that the medium by which the mind 
distinguishes intellectual objects was a divine influence, or 
something emitted from the Deity, and drawn into him 
again at pleasure; and by making the mind, or understand- 
ing, to be one thing, and the soul itself another, he gave ἃ. 
further handle for the hypothesis of a divine efflux different 
from the Divine Being himself. This veg, therefore, synony- 
mous to logos, was afterwards supposed to be that principle 
which was occasionally emitted from the Divine Being when- 
ever any thing external to him was to be produced, himself 
being supposed to be immoveable. 

The Christian doctrine of the Trinity was, moreover, 
brought forward by another maxim, which I do not find in 
Plato himself, but which was understood to be his doctrine, 
since it appears in the works of Julian, who was a great 
admirer of Plato. It is that, with respect to the Deity, there 
is no difference between powers, or properties, and essence. 
“© Whatever,” he says, ‘‘ has been said concerning the di- 
vine essence, must be understood of his powers; for the 
essence of God is not one thing, and his power another, 
nor indeed is his energy a third. For whatever he wills, 
that is, and also has power.and energy.”* Again, he says, 
“When we would explain the essence of God, we must 


* Koivas μὲν δὴ τὰ τροσϑεν ἐν ρήθεντα rep: τῆς eras αὐτϑ, ταῖς δυνάμεσιν τοροσήκειν 
ὑποληπῆεον" 8. γὰρ αλλο μὲν eciy sora Oee, δυνάμεις δὲ αλλὸ, καὶ vn δία, Tpeloy wapa Travia ' 
evepyeia® movie yop περ βελεῖαι, Travia εξὶν xa δυνα7αι, καὶ evepyer. Juliani Opera, 
Orat. iv. I. p. 142. (P.) 

ἡ Tipwloy av ὅσαπερ ἐφαμεν, τὴν ϑσιὰν ἄντα wapacnoa Beromevor, ταυθ᾽ ἦμιν εἰρησϑαι, 
καὶ περὶ τῶν δυνάμεων HOLL ἐνεβγξιων νόμεςπεον, EME δὲ ev reg τοιδῆοις ὃ Rovyos eoimey apli= 
Spepen ὅσα καὶ wep τῶν duvapewy avila καὶ ἐνεῤγειων ἐφεξῆς σχοπόμεν, Tavla en Epya 
(over, αλλα και eovav νομῖξεον. 101. p. 143. (P.) 
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be understood to say the same concerning his power and 
energy, for they are synonymous. for whatever we say 
concerning his power and energy, they are not to be consi- 
dered as works, but as essence.” 

Plato, therefore, having spoken of veg, or logos, as a thing 
distinct trom the Divine Being himself, as a power or pro- 
perty belonging to him, and all divine powers and properties 
being substance, a substantial person was easily made of this 
divine power. So miserably have men bewildered themselves 
for want of proper distinctions, and a true use of words. 
Such metaphysics as these of the ancients excite a smile of 
contempt in us, who have been better instructed by the 
happier sagacity of Locke, and others of the moderns. We 
think it wretched trifling ; but, alas, he nuge seria ducunt ! 
Hence arose the doctrine of the Trinity ; and from this doc- 
trine infinite confusion in the Christian system.* 

As the world, meaning the universe, or the soul of the world, 
is commonly reckoned the third principle in the Platonic Tri- 
nity, I shall consider Plato’s own ideas of it; that it may be 
seen whether it has any correspondence to the Holy Spirit, 
the third principle in the Christian Trinity. According to 
Plato, the world was made by God, out of pre-existent matter, 
and as, according to his general system, every body has a soul, 
the universe was also provided with one. But as the visible 
body of the universe was modified by the supreme Being, it 
should seem that the soul of the universe did likewise receive 
some modification from him ; but with respect to this cir- 
cumstance he has not been sufficiently explicit. The uni- 
verse, however, when completed, was by Plato styled a God, . 
and the only-begotten Son of the supreme God. 

Having spoken of God as essentially ‘* good, and the parent 
of nothing but what was good and excellent ; and as nothing 
could be excellent without intelligence, nor intelligent, with- 
out a soul; for this reason,” he says, ‘“‘ he gave a mind to 
the soul, and a soul to the body, and so constituted the 
whole world after these, the most perfect and excellent in 
nature. So that we may justly say, that the world is, 
through the providence of God, a living creature, that it has 
a soul, and reason.” + “ That this living creature might be 


* « And a fatal obstacle to its reception with men of understanding amoung our- 
selves, as well as with Jews and Mahometans.” Theol. Repos. 

TF Θεμις δὲ et’ ny, et est τῳ apis Spay αλλο WAgy τὸ καλλιςον, λογισαμενν By εὑρισ- 
KEV, εκ των χαΐα φυσιν ἑραῆων, edey ἀνοηῖον, τΒ vay ἐχον δ», ὅλον GAs καλλιον ἐσεσίσαι 
ποτ᾽ epyoy, vay δὲ av χωώρις ψυχης, aduvaloy παραγενεσῦαι τῳ. Asa δὲ τὸν λογισμὸν Tovde, 
vay μὲν de ψυχη, ψυχην δὲ ev σωμαῖι cuncas, το ταν ξυνεπεκἼαινεῖο, ὅπως ὅτι καλλις-ὸν εἰὴ 
καϊὰ To πταραδειγμα ἀριςον τε ἐργον ἀπεργασμενος" οὗτως ὃν δὴ καΊα λογον τὸν esol dea 


VOL. VI. τ 


162 DOCTRINES OF PLATO. 


like the most perfect living creature, he did not make two 
or more of them; but this one only-begotten heaven,” 
(meaning, probably, the whole system, including the sun, 
moon and stars,) ‘* which has been, is, and will be.’’* 

Then, speaking of the constituent parts of the world, 
earth, air, fire and water, he says, ‘ he left nothing out of 
it, with this view, that it might be a whole and perfect living 
creature, consisting of perfect parts, and moreover one; there 
being nothing left, out of which another could be made, and 
not subject to old age or disease.” + He then speaks of it 
as made in a perfectly spherical form. But his reasons for 
this are as little to the purpose as those which I have here 
given relating to its other properties. 

From this it should seem that, according to Plato, the 
matter out of which the world was. made was not created 
by God, but found by him, having been from eternity, co- 
existent with himself: but, as he elsewhere observes, ‘‘ in a 
confused, disorderly state.”’+ Justin Martyr says, that he 
supposed matter to have been uncreated. 

According to Athanasius, Plato supposed matter to be — 
self-existent. For he reproaches him with the weakness of 
his God, as not being able to produce any thing, unless he 
had matter to work upon ; just as a carpenter is unable to 
make any thing till he be supplied with wood. || 

Theodoret indeed says, that, according to Plato, God 
made matter, which was co-eternal with him.4] But in this 
he must have been mistaken. 

The world being made, Plato speaks of a soul being given 


λεγειν» tovde τὸν κοσμον ζῶον evrbuyoy evvey τε, τῇ ἀληθείᾳ, dia τὴν Te Θεὸ yeverdas τρὸ- 
γοιον. ‘Timeeus, p. 477. (P.) : 

* Iya av rode uala τὴν μόνωσιν ὅμοιον ἡ τῷ πσανἼελει Co, Sia Tavita ele δυο, et ameipes 
ἐποίησεν ὃ ποίων KOTMas GAN ἕις ὅδε μονογενὴς epavos γεγονως, Est TE nas εσεΐαι. 
Ibid. (P.) 

T Toy δὲ δη τετήαρων Ev ὅλον Exasoy εἰληῴφεν ἡ τὸ κοσμθ συςῶσις" Ex yap τυρὸς πτανῇος, 
ὕδαος τε nar wEpoc, χω: γῆς συνεςσεν avioy ὃ ξυνιςτας' μερος δδ᾽ ἕν βδένος ede δυνῶμιν 
εξωθεν ἀπολειπων᾽ τῶδε διανοήηθεις τπσρωΐον μὲν iva ὅλον ὅτι μαλιςτα ζωον τελεὸν ex τελεὼν 
τῶν μερῶν εἰ" πρὸς δὲ τουΐοις ἕν, cle οὐκ ὑπολελειμμένων εξ ὧν αλλο THAT ay yevorlo. Ibid. 
Ρ. 478. (P.) 

1 Alaxlac, εἰς ταξιν avlo yyayey ex τῆς ααξιας, Ibid. p. 477. (0) 

§ Ata rela yup nos ὠγεννηῖον τὴν ὕλην εφησεν εἰναι. Ad Grecos, p.19. (P.) 

|] Αλλοι δε; εν δις ess καὶ ὁ μεγῶς wap’ Ἕλλησι Thalav, ex πτροὐποκειμενής καὶ ὠγενηΐου 
ὕλης πτεποιήκενῶι τὸν Θεὸν τὰ ὅλα διηγρυνῆαι" μη ἂν yap δυνωασῶοι τι ποιήσαι Tov Θεὸν, εἰ 
μη WpovTrexeslo ἡ ὑλη" ὥσπερ καὶ τῳ τελῆονι τοροὔποκεισθαι Der τὸ ξυλον, wae και epyacucbas 
δυνηθη" οὐκ ἰσῶσι de τουο λεγονῖες, ὅτι ἀσθενειῶν περιήιθεώσι τῳ Θεῳ᾽ εἰ yap οὐχ Est τῆς 
ὕλης αὐτὸς cuties, GAN εξ ὑποχειμενὴς ὕλης Wore: Ta avila, ἀσθενὴς ευρισκεῆαι, μή δυνάμενος 
ἄνευ τῆς ὕλης εργασωσθαι τι τῶν γενομενων. De Incarnatione, Opera, I. p.54. (P.) 

4 Τῶν yap αἰοπωαίων, Πλαῆωνος μεν ἀνεχεσίσαι, καὶ asloy τῆς ὕλης τὸν Θεὸν λεγονῖος» 
nar ξυναιδιον τὸ Oee τὴν ὕλην ὡποκαλδβνῖος, καὶ Tas ἰδεας εκ Te Mee καὶ Evy τῳ Θεῳ ῴφασ- 
novlos ery’ τὸν de τῷ Θεὸ λόγον, “at τὸ Wavayioy τυνευμῶ μη WeilerNat, καὶ ex τ Θεϑ 
oA καὶ Evy τῳ Ocw eves. Greecee Affectiones, Disp. ii. Opera, IV. p. 757. Ed. 

alee. (P.) 
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to it. Βαϊ ἃ5 his proof of the heavenly bodies having souls 
is the regularity of their motions, it is possible that he might 
consider matter, before it was reduced into order, as having 
been without a soul; and though he speaks of the soul of 
the world as having existed before the body, it is possible 
that by body he might not mean mere matter, but matter 

reduced into order, and formed into a regular universe. 

*“ He,” (viz. God,) he says, ‘gave a soul, which, by its 
origin and power, is prior to, and older than the body, as its 
governess and directrix.”* He then proceeds to give an 
account of the essential parts and principles of this soul of 
the universe ; but I have no occasion to follow him so far. 

One reason, however, why it may be doubted whether 
the soul of the world was supposed by Plato to be given 
it by God, is, that in one passage of his writings he supposes 
that there were more of these souls than one. Having defined 
soul to be the cause of self-motion, in answer to the question, 
whether there was only one soul in the universe, he answers, 
ἐς more than one, two at least, one benevolent, and the other 
of a contrary disposition.” + Now, according to Plato, no- 
thing evil was made by the supreme Being “himself ; and, 
therefore, it should seem that this malevolent soul, or prin- 
ciple, in nature, must have had some other origin, and, per- 
haps, have been co-existent with matter, though subject to 
the controul of the supreme and good Being. 

It was allowed that there was something divine in the 
souls of men, which Clemens Alexandrinus calls the vee, 
that was in it, which he says the Platonists made to be an 
emanation from the Deity.t It is probable, therefore, that 
Plato might suppose the proper ψυχὴ in the soul of the world 
to be essential to matter, and that God imparted the veg. 

That God is good, and can only be the cause of good, is 
most expressly asserted by Plato. ‘ For the evils of life,” 
he says, ‘* we must seek for some other cause than God. ᾿ 
According to Plato, the supreme Being himself is not only 
not the author of evil, but even not of things that are im- 
perfect, and subject to decay and death. However, since 
it was proper, in order to complete the whole system, that 


* 0 δε καὶ yeveres καὶ apeln, τόρο]εραν nas wpecbrlepay ψυχην σωμαῖος, ὡς; δεσποῖιν καὶ 
ἀρξεσαν ἀρξομενΒ συνεςησαῖο. Timeeus, p. 478. (P.) 

+ Avow μὲν yere, charley μηδὲν τιδωμεν, yap τε evepyeOOv, καὶ τε Tavaylia δυνα- 
Μενης εξεργασασϑαι. De Leg. L.x. p. 608. (P.) 

1 Οι μὲν audi Tralova vev μὲν ev ψυχή ϑειας μοιρᾶς ὡπορροιαν ὑπαρχονΐα" ψυχὴν δὲ 
εν σωμαῖε κα]οικιίζεσιν. Strom. v. Ρ. ὅθ0. (P.) ᾿ς 

§ Τὼν δὲ κακων, ahra τῷ des ζηϊειν τὰ αἰὔιαρ add 8 τὸν Θεὸν. De Rep. L. ii. 
Ρ. 390, (P.) 
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such things should be formed, having himself made the 
celestial and immortal beings, that is, the heavenly bodies, 
(to each of which he assigns asoul,) Plato introduces the 
Divine Being as solemnly addressing himself to them, and 
giving them directions for the production of such creatures 
as he could not make, himself, (since, then, they would 
necessarily have been immortal,) viz. man and all terrestrial 
animals. (Zimeus, p. 481.) 

This universe, created as it was, Plato speaks of, as a 
divinity, and in the highest style; using the following 
remarkable expressions at the close of his Timeeus: ‘* This 
universe, comprehending mortal and immortal beings, and 
complete, being a visible living creature, containing visible 
things, the image of the intelligible,” (that is, the invisible 
world of ideas,) “15 the greatest and best visible God, the 
fairest and the most perfect; this one heaven” (viz. system) 
«ς being the only-begotten.”* On this principle it was, that 
Plato, and the other heathen philosophers, vindicated the 
system of Polytheism; supposing that one supreme God 
made a number of subordinate beings, each of them invested 
with a limited jurisdiction, so as to be considered as gods. 

That matter was the source of all evil was the doctrine of 
all the Platonists, as well as of the oriental philosophers. 
Plotinus says, that ‘‘ matter is absolutely evil, having no 
portion of good in it.” + 

Thus I have given the best view that I been able to col- 
lect of every thing that can be supposed to constitute the 
Trinity of Plato, from his own writings, without finding in 
them any resemblance to the Christian Trinity, or indeed 
any proper personification of the divine logos, which has 
been made the second person in it. 

J have particularly examined what the learned Dr. Cud- 
worth and others have advanced on this dark subject, 
without seeing their conclusions properly supported. To 
shew on how slight foundations such writers as he (who 
certainly did not mean to deceive) can advance such things 
as he does, and how far their imagination and hypothesis 
can impose upon them, I shall lay before my readers two of 
his assertions on this subject. 

He says,t ‘“ In his second epistle to Dionysius, he” (Plato) 


* @vjla yap vor abavala Com rabov, καὶ ξυμνπληρωθεις ὧδε χοσμος, οὕτω ζωον cpaloy, 
τὰ pala περιέχον, εἰκὼν TB yonle, Θεὸς «ισθηΐος preyisos nou ἄριςτος, καλλιςος TE KE τελεω- 
7αῖος, ἕις Bpctves δε, μονογενὴς wy. Timeus, p. 501. (P.) 

+ Ὅπερ eciy ἡ ὕλη, Tele τὸ ονως nano, μήδεμιῶν exov ayate μοιραν. ἴδῃ. 1, L. viii. 
Sect. v..p.75: (P.) 

1 Intellectual System, L. i. C.i. p.407. (P.) 
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** does mention a Trinity of divine hypostases all together,” 
From this, one would expect at least something like the 
Athanasian doctrine of three persons in one God. But all 
that 1 can learn from Plato in this epistle is as follows: 
Sending his letter to a great distance, and apprehensive of 
the possibility of its not reaching the person to whom it 
was addressed, he says, that he had written so obscurely, 
that only Dionysius himself could understand it. ‘ All 
things are about the king of all, and all things are for the 
sake of him, and he is the author of every thing that is fair 
and good ; but the second about the second, and the third 
about the third. The mind of man may stretch itself to learn 
what these things are, looking at those which resemble 
them, of which none do it sufficiently ; but with respect to 
the king, and the things of which I speak, there is nothing 
like them.” * 

This is Dr. Cudworth’s Trinity of divine hypostases, and 
it is certainly as obscure as any doctrine of the Trinity needs 
to be. Plato himself, or Dionysius, can alone explain it to 
us. I imagine, however, that, in this dark manner, he might 
refer to one or other of the ternaries above-mentioned, viz. 
the supreme Being, his ideas, and the visible world; or the 
supreme Being, the visible world, and primeval matter. 

Again, the Doctor says, (p. 406,) ‘ In other places of his” 
(Plato’s) ““ writings, he frequently asserts above the self- 
moving psyche, an immoveable and standing vec, or intel- 
lect, which was properly the Demiurgus, or architectonic 
framer of the whole world.” But it has appeared, that, ac- 
cording to Plato, the supreme Being himself, whom he styles 
the good, was the Demeurgus with respect to every thing that 
is immortal and perfect, and that not his ves, but those 
other created immortal beings, were the makers of man and 
all other mortal and imperfect creatures. As to the many 
passages in the writings of Plato, which, he says, teach the 
contrary doctrine, 1 can only say, that [ have not found any 
of them; and that if there be any such, they must be con- 
tradicted by what 1 have already quoted from him. 

In a tract that remains, of Timzeus Locrus, from whom it 
is acknowledged that Plato borrowed the outlines of his 
system, we perceive no trace of two intelligent beings, but 


* Περι τὸν wavioy Bacihen wayt’ ess, καὶ excive ἕνεκα Wavla, vos exeive αἰὔιον amwavley 
τῶν χάλων, δευὔερον de περι ta δευΐερα, καὶ τριῖον wer ta τρια ἡ av νθρωπινα ψυχή, 
wep αυῇα, opeyelas, μαθει wor ἁτῆα ect, βλεπεσα εἰς Ta αὐὔης συγγενη, ὧν δὲν mavac 
ἔχει" τῷ bt βασιλεως περι, καὶ ὧν εἰπὸν, edey ess Tue/o Epist. ad Dionysium ii, 
p. 670. (P.) 
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of one only, which he calls God, a being essentially good, 
who himself formed the world out of pre-existent matter.* 
« God,” he says, ‘ being good, and seeing matter capable 
of receiving ideas,” (meaning, probably, the impressions of 
ideas,) ‘¢ and capable of change, but variously and irregularly, 
was desirous of reducing it into order, and to bring it from 
uncertain changes to a fixed state, that the differences of 
bodies might correspond and not vary at random, made the 
world out of the whole of matter; giving all nature for its 
boundary, that it might comprehend every thing within 
itself, and be one, his only-begotten, a perfect, living, rational 
and spherical body.” ἢ | 

According to Timeeus, ideas and nous must have been 
synonymous, and the same with the divine being himself, 
or the proper furniture of his mind. For having begun with 
saying that ‘‘ there are two causes of all things, viz. mind, 
(nous,) of those things that are according to reason, ‘and 
necessity, of those things that are acted upon like body. 
The former,” he says, ‘‘ was called God, being the origin of 
the best things.”+ He then says, that “ all things are zdea, 
matter and senseble things, their offspring.” The former, 
viz. idea, he defines to be “‘ something unbegotten, immove- 
able and abiding, intelligible, and the pattern of things that 
are produced and changeable.’ § 

Afterwards, having said that matter is eternal, he says, 
ςς there are two opposite principles, zdea, which may be 
compared to the male or the father, and matter, to a female 
or the mother; and the third,” he adds, “ is the offspring of 
these,” || meaning nature. This is in reality the whole of 
Plato’s system, and delivered with greater clearness than he 
has done it himself; and we see that, in effect, it is the 


* Tpiy wy wpavoy yevertau, Royo yony Wen τὲ nar ὕλα, καὶ ὁ Θεὸς δημιεργος τω βελ- 
πίονος. De Anima Mundi, in Gale’s Opuscula Mythologica, p. 545. (.) 

t Ayabos wy ὃ Θεὸς, ὅρων τε Tay ὕλαν δεχομεναν Tay Weay nar αλλοιθμενῶν, wavlorws 
prev, alaules de, edert” ες ταξιν aviay ayev, nau εξ aopicwy μεϊαϑολαν, ες ὥρισμιεναν καῖα- 
ςασαι wy ὅμολογοι tas διακρισεις τῶν σωμαΐων γιγνοινῖο, καὶ μὴ χατ᾽ αὐυ]ομιαῖον τρόπᾶς 
δέχοιο" εἐποιήσεν wy τὸν δὲ τὸν κύσμον εξ ἁπάσας τας ὕλας, ὅρον avioy καϊαφκευαξας τας 
τὼ ονῖος φυσιος, Bia τὸ τανῖα τ᾽ ἀλλα εν αὐῳ πέριεχεν, Eva, μονογενὴ, TEAELOY, ἐμψυχῶν. 
τε καὶ λογιχον᾽ (κρεσσονα yap τὰ de αψυχὼω καὶ aroyw εςον) καὶ σφαιροειδες σώμα. 
Ibid. (Ρ.) 

{ Avo αἰὔιας εἰμεν των συμπανων" vooy μεν, των καῖα λογὸν γιγνομενων᾽ avarynay de, 
roy Bia κατῖας Suvapess τῶν σωμαῖων" Telewy de, Tov μεν, Tas τ᾽ ἀγάθω φυσιος εἰμεν, Θεὸν 
τε ονυμαινεσῖωι, ἀρχῶν TE τῶν ἀριςῶν. Ibid. p. 544. (P.) 

§ Ta δε ξυμπανῖα, Weay, vray, αἰσίδηῖον Tey Oboy Exryovoy τϑἤεων" χαὶ TO μεν, ELEY ἄγε- 
γαῖον τὲ χαι ακιναῖον, Kar μενον TE, Ka τῶς, τῶνΐῳ φυσιος voaloy TE κῶι τπαραδειγμα τῶν 
γενωμενων, ὁκασαώ εν μεϊαξδολα ενῖι. Ibid. (P.) 

\| Ταυῖαν Se ταν ὕλαν αἰδιον μεν εφα.----τοδιῦο ὧν aide ὠρχῶ! ἐνανιῶι evis ay τὸ μεν εἰδὸς 
λόγον exer ceppevos Te nou wailpac’ ad ὑλώ, δηλεὺς TE καὶ palepos rpila Se εἰμὲν τῶ EX 
telwv ewyova, Ibid, p. 545. (P.) 
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doctrine of one God, who made all things out of uncreated 
matter, from patterns of things existing in his own mind. 
That Plato borrowed from Timzeus we see in his copying 
his very phraseology. For he says that, ‘ the origin of the 
world is mixed, being produced from the conjunction of 
necessity and mind, nous.” * He also say, ‘‘ we must dis- 
tinguish two causes of things, the one necessary, the other 
divine.” + Nothing could be more exactly copied. 


CHAPTER ΥΠ.: 


A VIEW OF THE PRINCIPLES OF THE LATER 
PLATONISTS. 


Tose who are usually called the later Platonists, were 
those philosophers, chiefly of Alexandria, who, a little be- 
fore and after the commencement of the Christian era, 
adopted the general principles of Plato, but not without 
incorporating with them those of other philosophers, so that 
theirs was not an absolutely pure and unmixed Platonism. 
However, in their notions concerning God, and the general 
system of things, they aimed at this, pretending only to 
interpret the meaning of Plato, and to reason from his prin- 
ciples, though their refinements have only served to make 
the system more mysterious and absurd. 


SECTION I. 


~The Doctrine of the later Platonists concerning God 
and Nature. 


WE see, in the writings of these later Platonists, or may 
better conjecture from them, what was meant by the zdeal 
or entelligible world, which makes so ‘great a figure in this 
system, and which is sometimes confounded with nous or 
logos, the seat, receptacle, or place of this ideal world. But, 
in their writings, the term /ogos, of which so much account 
is made in the works of Philo, and the philosophizing Chris- 
tians, does not much occur; though there can be no difli- 


* Μεμιγμενη yap ev ἡ Tade χοσμι8 γενεσις, εξ avaryens τε καὶ ve συςασεὼς εγενη Νὴ. 
Timeus, Opera, p. 533, Ed. Gen. (P.) 

Ἐ Διο δὴ χρη δυο αἰνας εἰδη διοριζεσαι" τὸ μὲν, ανωγκαιον" τὸ δὲ, Yesov. Ibid. 
p. 542. (P) 

1 Copied, with enlargements, from the author's paper, Theol. Rep. 1V. p. 381. 
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culty in admitting that it was synonymous to nous, or mind, 
each of them signifying the principle of reason, or that from 
which dogos in its usual acceptation, viz. that of speech, 
proceeds ; every thing that is uttered being first conceived 
in the mind, and existing there. 

Beside the viseble world, which is perceived by the organs 
of sight, these philosophers supposed that there was also an 
envisible world, exactly corresponding to it, capable of being 
perceived and contemplated by the mind only. And the 
only probable key to their meaning is, to suppose that this 
invisible world of ideas, which furnished a pattern for the 
visible world, (always existing in the divine mind, and some- 
times confounded with it,) was at other times considered as 
a thing different from the Divine Being himself, whose mind 
it was. 

When they consider this intelligible world as the source 
and cause from which the visible world was derived, they 
sometimes speak of it as a person, the maker or demiurgus 
of the world; but though they supposed that there was 
another principle higher than this nous, or demzurgus, they 
seldom or never speak of that as of a person also, so as to 
have the idea of two intelligent persons at the same time ; or 
if they do, it may be presumed to be only in a mystical or 
figurative way of speaking. For as, on some occasions, they 
speak of their nous, as a mere repository of ideas, the place 
of the intelligible world, or the intelligible world itself; and 
no proper person; so, on other occasions, they speak of the 
highest principle of all, what they call the good, not as a 
person, but a property only, something belonging to every 
thing that is divine, to the terrestrial as well as the celestial 
gods, and even to the soul of man itself. There was, how- 
ever, enough of personification in what the Platonists said 
of the divine nous or logos, to give a handle to Philo, and 
the Christian fathers, to make a little more of it, as it was 
very convenient to their purpose to do. | 

That the real conceptions of the Platonists were not 
favourable to the doctrine of two proper divine persons, 
may be inferred from its being so generally said, that Plato 
made no more than éwo principles of things. Thus Diogenes 
Laertius, in his Life of Plato, says that ‘‘ he made two prin- 
ciples of all things, God and matter, calling the former mind 
and cause.”* And though Plutarch, in his view of the doc- 


* Avo δὲ των τσανῆων ὠπεῴηνεν appas, Θεὸν nas ὕλην, Gy Kou vey τοροσαγόρευει; και. αἰΐιον. 
L. iii. p. 228. (Ρὴ 
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trines of Socrates and Plato, which he says are the same, 
says that they held three principles, God, matter and idea, 
he makes God and nous to be the same, and zdea not to bea 
person, but an incorporeal substance in the mind of God.” * 

In the dissertation of Maximus Tyrius, one of the most 
sensible and pleasing of all the Platonists, the title of which 
is, ‘© What is God, according to Plato?” there is no account 
of any distinction between the good and the nous, but only 
the doctrine of one God, the king and father of all, and of 
many other inferior gods, the children of the Supreme, reign- 
ing with him.t The divine intellect, or mous, he considers 
as a power of the divine mind, and he compares the quick- 
ness of its operations to that of seght, while those of the 
human intellect resemble speech only ;¢ or the former, he 
says, may be compared to the darting of the light of the sun, 
and the latter to the motion of the sun. ‘‘ Such,” says he, 
ςς does the academic angel (i.e. Plato) ““ exhibit to us the 
Father, and the author of all things.”§ Here is no personi- 
fication of the nous, or logos, at all; and yet, I doubt not, 
he delivered the genuine principles of Platonism, divested 
of mystery and figure. 

According to Proclus, the nous, or reason, of man, is a 
principle exactly similar to that of God. ‘ Our nous,” he 
Says, ‘‘ is separate from the good, and wants something, and 
therefore desires pleasure, for the perfection of the man; but 
the divine nous always partakes of the good, and is united 
to it, and therefore is divine.” || 

As to the term second God, it is generally applied to nature 
by the later Platonists, as well as by Plato himself. Thus 
Plotinus says, ‘‘ Nature itself is a god, and a second god, 
shewing himself before the other God is seen.”@ Yet 
Numenius called the first of the three principles, or gods, 


* Σωκραης καὶ Wralwv (ὧι γαρ aviae περι wavios Exaleps Sofas) τρεῖς ἀρχας, τὸν Θεὸν, 
τὴν ὕλην, τὴν Wear ect Be ὁ Θεὸς ὃ νους, ὕλη δὲ TO ὑποκείμενον wpwloy γενεσει καὶ φθορα, 
sdew Be ἐσιω ἀσωμαῖος, ev τοις νοημᾶσι καὶ ταις φανασιαις TE Θεδ᾽ ὅδε Θεὸς vag ess Ta 
κοσμθ. De Placitis Philosophorum, L.i. C. iii. Opera, IT. p. 878, (P.) 

+ ‘Ol: Θεὸς its, aviv Bacirers, καὶ walnp, καὶ Yeas Woddros, Θεϑ waides, συναρχονες 
Gey. Diss.i. p.6. (P.) 

1 Τὸν μὲν Sesov vey τῷ ὅρων, τὸν de avtpwmivoy τῷ λεγειν. Ibid. p.12. (P.) 

§ Ὁ μεν ὅειος ves κατὰ τὴν τταραξολὴν Te ἡλιβ WavTa εφορο τὸν ev τῇ γῇ τόπον αθροως, 
ὃ δὲ ανθρωπινος κατα τὴν πορειαν avTe aAAoTE αλλῶ τὰ μερὴ τϑ CAB επιπορευομενθ. ἾὟϑτον 
μεν δὴ ὃ εξ ἀκαδημιας ἧμιν ἄγγελος διδωσι ττατερα καὶ γενητὴν τ συμπαντος. Ibid. (P.) 

|| AAA’ ὃ μὲν ἡμετερος vag Te ayarte διεζευκται καὶ εςτιν evens, καὶ Dia τϑτὸ δὴ we και 
τῆς ἡδονης δειται προς τὴν τελειοτήτα τὴν avTpominy ὃ δὲ γε δ ειος ves ae Te ayaNs 
μετέχει, καὶ συνηνωται πρὸς αὐτο, καὶ διῶ τϑτο Ses es. In Platonem, L. ii. C. iv, 
p- 92. -(P.) 

“ Και teoc αὐτὴ ἡ φυσις" καὶ Seog δευτερος, wpopaivay ἕαυτον, wpiy opay ἐκεῖνον. En. vy. 
L. v. Ὁ. iii, p. 529. (P.) 
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the ““ Father, the second of them the maker, and the third 
the work, or the thing made.” * 

In Plato we find that the supreme God, the good, styled 
himself the Demiurgus with respect to the celestial and 
eternal beings, and appointed them to be the makers of all 
things that were subject to destruction and death. But as 
the supreme Being must have produced every thing by the 
exertion of his mind, or nous, and as it were from his store- 
house of his ideas, it was natural enough for the later Pla- 
tonists to fall into the habit of calling this nous the Demiur- 
gus, as it is done by Plotinus, who says, ‘ The nous is the 
Demiurgus, who makes the soul, and the nous being a cause, 
he (Plato) calls the Father the good, being something above 
the nous, and above essence. He also often calls beng and 
nous, zdea; so that Plato acknowledged that nous or zdea 
was from the good, and the soul from the nous, and that this 
account of things is not new, but though formerly given, 
was not well unfolded; but that the modern accounts are 
explanatory of them.” + 

By soul in this place, Plotinus probably understood the 
soul of the universe, or perhaps soul in general, which he 
supposed to be, in all cases, of the same nature; and with 
the Platonists this was always considered as a principle, 
inferior to nous. Thus Jamblichus says, ‘ Nous is the 
governor and king of all, being the demiurgic art of the 
whole. It is always with the gods, without imperfection, 
and without defect, consisting of itself in one single opera- 
tion; whereas the soul partakes of nos, but only in part, 
and multiform, looking to the director of the whole.”+ In 
this passage, however, it is pretty evident, that the writer 
did not consider nous as an intelligent person, distinct from 
the supreme Being, but his own proper wisdom and power, 
and very different from what the Christian dogos came to be. 

As the Platonists confounded the nous with the supreme 
Being, whose »ous it was, so they likewise confounded this _ 
nous with the zdeas belonging to it, Plotinus, after obsery- 


* Cudworth, B.i. Ch.iv. p.552. (P.) 

ἵ Δημίδργος yap ὃ ves αυτῳ" τϑτὸν δὲ φησι τὴν ψυχὴν wore ev τῷ κρατήρι ἐκειψῳ" Te 
aurta δὲ va cytes WatEpa φησι T ayatoy, καὶ τὸ ἐπεχκεινώ Ye καὶ ἐπεκεινοὶ Boas’ πολλαχᾷ 
δὲ τὸ ον καὶ τὸν vav, τὴν ἰδεῶν λεγει" Gre Πλάτωνα εἰδεναι ex μὲν T ἀγωθβ Toy νϑν, τὴν 
ἰδεαν" ex de τῷ ve, τὴν Ψυχὴν nor evar τὰς λογδς τῆσδε, μὴ καινες᾽ μηδὲ YY? ἀλλὰ 
mahas μὲν εἰρηῦαι μη ἀναπεπήαμενως τὸς δὲ γυν Aoyss ἐξηγητὰς exsivey γεγόνεναι. Wn. v. 
μὴ Οὐ p. 489. (P.) ‘ 

{ Nas toy ἡγεμων καὶ βασιλεὺς τῶν ὄντων, τεχνὴ Onpsspyinn τα πσᾶντος, τοῖς μεν Seog 
σαντῶς wer wapEci, TEAEWS “an avErdews, κατα. play ἐνεργειαν ἐσωσαν εν ἑαυτῇ κω αρως᾽" 
δὲ ψυχη ve TE μετέχει μερις"8 καὶ WOAVEORS, εἰς τὴν τὸ OAS TE Mposagiay avamobAEmoy] 0G. 


ὧ 
be abe 
Sect. i. C. viii, p. 12, (P.) 
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ing that the mind, or rows, perceives the ideas that are in it, 
considers whether these ideas be the nous itself, or something 
different from it; and concludes with saying, that ‘ they 
may be considered in both lights, distinguishable only in the 
conception of them; so that the nous and the things per- 
ceived by it may be the same, as really existing, for it doés 
not perceive altogether in another, but in itself, on account 
of its having the thing perceived, in itself. Or there is no 
reason why the thing perceived may not be the nous, consi- 
dered in a state of fixity, unity and quiet.”* In another 
place, speaking of the mind and its conceptions, he says, 
“ε The nous is at the same time αὐ things, but not altogether: 
but each has its separate power ; for all mows comprehends 
ideas as a genus, and as the whole comprehends the parts.” + 
According to this view of things, it should seem that‘ the 
nous was considered as the same thing with the whole stock 
of its conceptions or ideas, and had no proper intellectual 
power belonging to it. 

In another place he expresses this more decisively, saying, 
that neus and zdea are the same thing, and even that idea is 
the whole nous, and that nous is the same thing with all the 
ideas, just as knowledge is the same with all the theorems.+ 
It must be observed, however, that in the last clause he used 
the term «dy, or forms of things, and not see, as if the latter 
was that which contained the former ; and yet, as Diogenes 
Laertius observes, they are used promiscuously by the Pla- 
tonists. 

When the Platonists speak of the inferiority of the nous 
to God, they seem to do it as if they were merely fixing a 
scale of metaphysical principles, and not to have had an idea 
of their being two intelligent persons. And though they 
occasionally personify each of them, yet it is separately, and 
never, as far as I have observed, both together. This was 
reserved for the Christian Platonists. To make this more 
evident, I shall produce a few extracts from Proclus respect- 
ing the inferiority of the nous. 

«-ς The nous,” says he, “ is God, on account of the intel- 
lectual and intelligible light, which is more ancient than 


* Encira dey κωλυει, ὅσαν τῷ λεγομενῳ ev εἰνωῶι ἄμῴῳ, διαιρθεμενῶ δὲ τὴ νοησει" εὐπερ 
μόνον ὡς ov, τὸ μὲν νοηον, τὸ ὃε vey ‘O yap καθορῶ 8 φησιν εν ετερῳ παντως AN’ ἐν αὐτῳ, 
τῶ EY αὐτῳ TO νοητὸν EXE ἡ τὸ μὲν νυήτῳ ὃδεν κωλυει καὶ νοὺν εἰναι ἐν ςὥσει, καὶ ἐνοτήτι» 
καὶ ἡσυχια. Ἐπ. ἵν. [,. ix. Ο, 1. p. 356. (P.) 

+ Οὕτως ουν καὶ worv μαλλον, ὁ νους ect ὅμου Wate’ καὶ αὖ οὐχ, ὅμου ὅτι ἑκωςον Ouvar 
pig iar ἃ δὲ was yous, περιέχει ὥσπερ γενὸς εἰδη" καὶ ὥσπερ ὅλον μερη. En. ν. L, ix. 
C. vi. p. 560. (P.) 

$ ‘Ovn ἕτερα za ve ixacy ἰδεα, AN ἑκαςὴ ves’ καὶ ὅλως μὲν ὁ wes τῶ τσαντὰ ειδη, 
a "7 ee ves ἑκαςος, ὡς ἡ ὅλη ἐπιςἡμὴ Ta παντὰ Sewpnmata. Ibid. C. viii. 
p. 561. (P. 
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nous.” * Here nous is personified ; but then the ght, which 
is represented as superior to it, 1s not so. In the following 
passages the first principle is personified, but not the subor- 
dinate one. ‘‘ Whatever is God,” he says, “ is above essence, 
and /ife and nous.” + ‘* Nous is the work and the first pre- 
duction of the gods.” + ‘* Unity is God of itself, nous most 
godlike, soul divine, body like God.”§ 

The passage which looks the most like the personification 
of both the first and second principles, is the following ; 
but then the whole has the air of figure, so that the literal 
meaning is by no means clear: “* The Demiurgus, and Father 
of the universe, has the third place among the intellectual 
kings.” || ἃ 

In this scale of principles, it was usual to consider that 
which is prior in rank, as the Father, container and nourisher 
of that which is posterior. ‘Though, therefore, the nous be 
the Son with respect to the God, it is the Father with respect 
to the soul, and the nourisher of it, as Plotinus expressly 
says.q] And yet, the nous was only the image of the good.** 

When we find such confusion in the ideas of these Plato- 
nists about their nous, and the zdeas belonging to it, we can- 
not be surprised at their likewise confounding the nous with 
the supreme Being, whose nous it was; sometimes calling 
the world the offspring of God, and sometimes the offspring 
of the idea of God, as in the following passage of Julian: 
‘¢ This universe being the offspring of the idea of the first 
and the greatest good, being in its stable essence from eter- 
nity, received also power among the intellectual gods.” +t 


* Kau veg apa Θεὸς, δια τὸ hos τὸ νοερὸν, nak TO vonTOY, τὸ Kat AUTa Te ve τσρεσξυτερον. 
In Platonem, L. ii. (Ὁ. iv. p. 91. 

Both the terms νοερίδλ» and voy7@ occur in the writings of the Platonists, and, iu 
some cases, it is not easy to make any difference in translating them, though the 
former should be rendered intellectual, and the latter intelligible, or perceived by 
the mind. However, Proclus says, “ they may be considered as the same, on account 
of the fulness of the light which belongs to the latter.” Kas τὸ vontoy apa nar voepo 
δια τὴν εἰς αὑτὸ καηκεσαν τῷ φωτὸς ἀποπλήρωσιν. Ibid. C.i. p. 91. (P.) 

t+ Δηλον δὴ ὅτι τσαντων ecw emeneiva τῶν εἰρημένων, amas Θεος, δσιας, nar Cons, nat v8. 
Instit. C. exv. p. 469. (P.) ; 

1 Καὶ yap ὃ vas δημιθργημα, “aL γεννημῶ Tov ὥεων est τὸ πσρωτιςον- In Platonem, 
War C6 s1."9,'55,.'. (P, 

§ Καὶ ἡ μὲν ἕνας, αὐτοθεν Θεὸς" 6 δὲ νους, Yevorarov' ἡ de Wuyy, Dera’ τὸ de σωμα, 
δεοειδης. Instit. C. cxxix. p. 470. (P.) 

|| Ὃ μεν τοινυν δημίδργος, και warnp rade τῷ wayros, τὴν τριτὴν Tab AaXwy εν τοῖς 
νοεροις βασιλευσε. Proclus in Platonem, L. vi. C. vi. p.355. (P.) 

4 Οὐυσα [ψυχὴ] amo ve νοερῶ ect nab εν Aoyiopors ὁ ves αὐτῆς" καὶ ἡ τελείωσις ἀπ᾿ 
αὐτῷ Wak οἷον τσατρος ἐκθρεπσαντος Nes av emt μαλλὸον δειοτερῶν woes καὶ τῷ 
Πατήρ εἰναι καὶ τῷ wapaver. ἴσης ν. 1.1. -C. iii, p. 484. (P.) 

ἘΚ Einav: δὲ exewe Aeyouey τὸν vey. Ibid. C. vii. p. 488. (P.) 

ΤΊ Αὐτὸς δὲ ὁ συμπᾶς, are Oy Te Wpwre nas μεγις-8 τῆς Weas τ wale γεγονὼς ENYOVOC, 
ὕποςας αὐτῷ περι τὴν μονιμὸν eoray εξ adie, καὶ τὴν ἐν τοῖς νοέροις Deore πσαρεδεξᾶτο 


duvaceay. ὈΟταῖ, iv. Opera, I. p. 188. (P. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE LATER PLATONISTS. 173 


I consider Julian as a Platonist from the admiration which 
he expresses of Plato’s principles, and his frequent quoting 
of him; and he is as distinguished a Platonist as the rest by 
the inextricable confusion of his ideas.on these subjects, as 
may be perceived in the following passage, in which it is not 
easy to say in what light he considered. the antelligible world ; 
but he seems to have thought it to be a kind of magazine of 
ideas, or patterns of things. And yet he represents the good 
as producing the world, as well as those ideas, and as making 
the world an image, not of them, but of himself. Speaking 
of the visible world, he says, that ‘‘ it is preserved by no- 
thing immediately but a fitth body, the head of which is the 
solar ray, but as it were in the second gradation by the intel- 
hgible world, and in the highest place by the king of all, 
about whom all things are ; he whom, whether it be lawful 
to call one that is above nous, or the zdea of things that exist, 
which I call the whole intelligible, or the one, because the one 
seems to be oldest of all, or what Plato was used to call 
the good ; for this is the simple cause to all things that are, 
of beauty, perfection, unity and immense power. Remain- 
ing in itself according to its primary Operative essence, he 
produced the sun, the greatest god, from himself, out of the 
middle of intellectual things and demzurgic causes, in all 
respects like to himself.” * 

As the wistble world is sometimes considered as the child 
of God, so the enteligible world, which supplied a pattern 
for it, is also sometimes considered in the same light, and 
called a child of the supreme Being; and the following de- 
scription of this child, and its properties, by Plotinus, who 
certainly thought himself well acquainted with it, is myste- 
rious enough: ‘ As a person looking up to the heavens, and 
seeing the brightness of the stars, inquires who is their maker, 
so a person who looks into the intelligible world will admire 
the maker of τέ, and inquire who established it, who gene- 
rated such a child, this beautiful child, the nous, a child pro- 
duced from himself. This cannot be the nous itself, or the 
child, but before the nous and the child. The nous and the 


* Ουκ ὑπ᾽ arra μὲν poepenevOr ἡ wpoceyws μεν ὕπο Te weumla σωματίθ» 8 to nepadiv 
Esiv antic Hie, βαθμῳ δὲ ὥσπερ Sevrepw τῳ νοητῷ κοσμῳ᾽ wperburerne δὲ ers δια τῶν Taye 
των βασιλεα, wept ἐν σαντα exw. ΟὐτΘ» τοίνυν, ere τὸ επικειναα Ta ve χάλειν auToy 
ὅϑέεμις, εἰτε Weav τῶν ovtav, ἃ δὴ φημι τὸ νοητὸν συμπαν, ere ἕν, ἐπειδὴ πάντων το ἕν Bones 
ὡς πρεσξυτατον' ate ὃ Πλάτων εἰωθεν ονομαζειν to ayado αὐτή δὴ ev ἡ μονοειδὴς τῶν 
ὅλων αἰτια wast τοῖς sow ebnyauevy, wares τε, καὶ τελειοτητ», ἑἕνωσεως τε και δυνα- 
(ree AUNKAVE” κατὰ THY EY ἀυτ [AEVETH τπὐρωτϑργον BTIAY, μεσον EK μέσων τῶν νοερῶν Mat 
ὀημιδργυκὼν αἰτίων ἥλιον Seoy μεγισῆον ἀνεφήνεν εξ ἑαυτα, wavra ὅμοιον avrg. Οτδέ, iv. 
Opera, L Ρ. 182. (P.) 
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child must be after him, requiring to be understood and nou- 
rished, which is nearest to that which wants nothing, not 
even to be understood. It has perfect truth and intelligence, 
for it has them in the first place, being before all, neither 
wanting any thing, nor having any thing; for otherwise it 
would not be the good.” * 

The latter part of this description would more naturally 
lead the mind to the idea of a principle or property, than to 
that of a person; but this is still more the case in the fol- 
lowing passage from Jamblichus, who, in an account of the 
principles of Hermes, or those Egyptian doctrines which 
were probably the source of all the knowledge (or, to speak 
more properly, of all the mistakes) of Plato, describes the 
supreme Being, or the good; and yet the greater part of the 
passage gives us the idea of two different gods, one of which 
was derived from the other. But then the god and ding: that 
he speaks of as the inferior, was, perhaps, no other than the 
sun, as his Latin translator has supposed, and therefore it 
gives us no distinct idea of the personification of the divine 
nous or logos. 

«ς Before all things,” he says, “ that really are, and the 
principles of all things, there is one God, prior to the first 
god and king, immoveable, remaining in his own immove- 
able unity, not mixed with any thing intelligible, or any 
thing else, but the pattern of that God who 15 his own father, 
his own child, and the only father of the essentially good. 
For it is prior and greater, and the fountain of all, and the 
‘source of all the first intellectual ideas. From this one God 
shone forth the God who is self-sufficient, for he is the prin- 
cipal, and the God of gods, unity from one, before all essence, 
and the principle of essence, for from him comes essence and 
entity. He is therefore called the principle of what is intel- 
ligible. These are the oldest principles of all things, which 
Hermes places before the ethereal, the empyreal and celestial 
gods.” + ἰ 


* Ὡς δὲ ὁ ἀαναξλεψας εἰς τὸν spavov nas To τῶν ἀςρὼν φεγγος Wav, τὸν πτοιησαν]ῶώ ενθυ- 
μειῖαι καὶ ζηει" οὕτω χρη καὶ τὸν vonloy κοσμον ὃς εθεασαΐο καὶ eveide καὶ εθαυμαῖε τὸν 
nance τοοιηην. Tis apa ὃ toeloy ὕπος-ησας Cyletyy ἡ We, ἡ σῶς, ὃ τοιδῆον πταιδα γεννη- 
σας, VEY, κόρον χῶώλον, καὶ Wap αὐτῷ γενόμενον κορον" wWavilws Towle vas EnEtves B/E πόρος, 
αλλα καὶ τῦρὸ ve nar nope’ μεῖα yup αὖον, νους, nate κορος, δεηθενῖα καὶ κεκορεσθαι, καὶ 
γενοημκενοιι, εἰ ταλήσιον μεν Ect TOU ὠνενδεους, nas τὸν νοειν ουδὲν δεομένου" πτληρωσιν δὲ ὡλη- 
θινὴν καὶ νοησιν ἔχει, OTs Wpwlog exert τὰ δὲ πρὸ aviwy, ουῇε δειζαι, ουἦε EXEL ἢν οὐχὶ ἂν τὸ 
ayaboy qv. En. iii. L. νι], C. x. p. 353. (}.) 

+ Προ τῶν avlog ovlwv, καὶ τῶν ὅλων apyov ext Θεὸς Eg πρωτίθ»», καὶ Tov πρρωΐου Yeov 
καὶ βασιλεως, anivygl Qu, εν μονοΐη]ι του Eaviov ἐνο]η7 Ὁ.» μενων" ovle γῶωρ vonlov αὐυΐῳ ἐπιπλε- 
κεῖωι» ove ARI πσωραδειγμω de piace Tov avlomalopOw, ὠυ]ογονοῦ, κῶν μονοπαῖορίθ).» Δ εου, 
του ονΐως ὠγώθου" μειζον youp τι καὶ πῦρωῖον, καὶ wyyn τῶν wWavlov, καὶ πυθμὴν τῶν νοου- 
(μένων τπυρωΐων edwy ovlwy. Amo δὲ τοῦ Evoc, τουΐου 6 aplapuyns Θεὸς ἕαυῖον εξελαμψε dio καὶ 
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We shall the less wonder at this confusion of ideas, if we 
attend to another of the Platonic maxims, viz. That being 
and energy are the same things. This was before cited from 
Julian, and I now find the same in Plotinus, who says ex- 
pressly, that ‘“ energy is the same thing with beng.” * Ac- 
cordingly, he calls the soul ‘ one simple energy, and as its 
nature is éo dive, it therefore cannot perish.”+ This is evi- 
dently making the soul to be nothing more than the principle 
or property of δε; but then this is an extraordinary argu- 
ment for its immortality, as it comes to nothing more than 
saying that fe and death are opposite things. But it is not 
my business in this place to attend to the many absurdities 
of the Platonists about the soul, and therefore | shall return 
to my proper subject. 

In most of the preceding passages the good is described as 
synonymous to the supreme Being, and of course a proper 
person ; but it is generally mentioned in the neuter gender, 
and is described in such a manner as gives us the idea of a 
principle, property, or power, capable of being communi- 
cated to other beings, and even to the soul, ‘* There is,” 
says Jamblichus, “ὦ good which transcends essence, that 
which is essentially good, I mean the most ancient and 
valuable essence, and in itself incorporeal, the peculiar pro- 
perty of the gods, which, in all kinds of them, preserves 
their peculiar distribution and order, which is never separated 
from them, and is the same in them all.” He also says 
that ‘souls which govern bodies have not the essence of the 
good, nor the first cause of good, which is prior to essence, 
but a certain portion and acquisition from it.” + 

Proclus generally speaks of the good in the neuter gender, 
as if it was a princeple, and no person; and that they were 
mere metaphysical considerations which led him to place 
this good at the head of the universe, is evident from his 
reasoning on the subject. ‘‘ The good,” he says, “" is above 


αυ]οπαῖωρ, και avlapuns' ἀρχὴ yap οὗτος, xa Θεὸς Sewv? μονὰς ex tov ἕνος, mpoavai@v καὶ 
ἀρχὴ τῆς ουσιας" am’ avlav yap ουσιοΐης καὶ ἡ ουσια" διο καὶ νοηϊαρκῆς τπροσαγορευεῖαι. 
Avias μὲν ovy εἰσιν apyas mpecbrialar ττανῆων, ὡς Ἕρμης wpa των αἰδϑεριων καὶ εμβπυρίων 
Sewv τροϊατῆει, καὶ τῶν ἐπουρανίων. Sect, viii. (Ὁ, ii, p. 158, (P.) 
* Ἐς! δὲ και τὸ ov ἐνεργεια. En. v. L. ix. C. viiic p. 561. (P.) 
FT Ψυχὴ de μια καὶ ἁπλη ἐνεργείας cura, ev τῷ ζὴν φυσις, ov tomy τανΐη. φθαρησεῖαι. 
En. iv. L. vii. C. xii. p. 466, (P.) 
1 Ἐς! δὴ ovy τ᾽ ayabov, το τε emexeiva τῆς atria, καὶ κατ᾽ ovoray ὑπωρχον" εκεινὴν λέγω 
τὴν οὐσιῶν τὴν πρεσξυϊαὔην καὶ τιμιωϊαῆην, και καθ᾽ αὐην οὐσίαν agwualov' Yewn ιδιωμα 
ον, καὶ καΐα. wavla τὰ γενη τῶ περι ὠυΐους ovla, πηρουν μὲν ovy αὐΐων τὴν οἰκείαν διῶ- 
νομὴν καὶ ταξιν, καὶ oA ἀποσπωμενον ταυΐης, το avlo δ᾽ ὅμως ev ὅλοις ὡσανίως ᾧπαρχρν. 
Ἕυχαις δὲ ταῖς apyouras σωμαΐων,--τουσιω μὲν ὠὐγώθου οὐκ εἶ, πάρες ιν, οὐδ᾽ culia Tow 


bene Wpolepa oven και τῆς ουσιᾶς, ἐποχή de τις an’ ανῖου καὶ εξις πταρωγινεῖαι. Sect. i. 
εν p. 8, ὍΣ 
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every thing, because all desire good.”* But from the idea 
of a metaphysical principle, we easily pass to that of a cause, 
and from a cause to a beeng or person. ““ The good,” (ayaSov,) 
he says, “is the principle and first cause,” + and the first 
cause he makes synonymous to God. “ God and the good 
(wya%ov,) are the same. For that beyond which nothing is, 
and which all desire, 1s God.” + 

It was by metaphysical reasoning that the Platonists made 
the good to be synonymous to the one, all. numbers consist- 
ing of unity repeated, and therefore proceeding from it, and 
being resolvable into it, as they said that all things proceed 
from, and return to, their respective causes ; a maxim which 
occurs perpetually in Proclus. ‘ The one and the good,” 
(aya%ov,) he says, ““ are the same.” 

Though every thing was by the Platonists called apyy, or 
principle, with respect-to that which immediately followed 
it, yet in the strict sense they applied this term to the first 
and highest principle only. ““ Nothing,” says Proclus, ‘is 
superior to the ἀρχὴ ; for if essence was before the one, essence 
must be the one, but it is not so.”|| He also makes hfe 
synonymous to the first principle, for he arranges all kinds 
of beings in the following order, life, nous, soul, and bédy.q 

As the supreme Being, or cause, must, according to these 
sublime Platonists, be superior to every thing, it is amusing 
enough to see how they were puzzled in making him superior 
to essence, which also they strangely enough make synony- 
mous to nous.** If God must be superior to essence, and 
be the cause of essence, they were well aware that he must 
then have made himself, since he must have essenee as the 
foundation of his other properties. This, therefore, seems 
to have been admitted by the Platonists, and their reasoning 
on this subject is truly not a little curious. Plotinus says, 
that “* essence is not a cause with respect to God, but God 
with respect to essence, for he made it for himself, and 
having made it, placed it without himself, he not wanting 
essence, since he made it; for, considered as beng, he did 


* Ei yap wavla τὰ ovla του ayabov εφιεῖαι, δηλον Crs τὸ wpwlosg ἀγαθὸν επικεινῶ ec 
τῶν oviev. Instit. C. viii. p. 418. (P.) 

+ Πανῆων τῶν ονΐων ἀρχὴ καὶ αἴτια wpwlion τὸ wyaboy ess. Ibid. C. xii, p. 420. (P.) 

1 Και yap τ᾽ ayaboy και OcOe ταυῦον" ov yup μηδὲν ecw ἐπικειναν nas ov wavia εφιεῖαν, 
Θεΐδ» τουῖο. Ibid. C. exiii. p. 4624. (P.) 

§ Ταυῖον yap ἕν και τ᾽ ἀγαθον. Ibid. C. xx. p. 425. C. xxv. p, 428. (P.) 

Ἱ Τῆς yap apyns οὐδὲν εἰναι χρειτῆον ες!ν ayarynasoy’ εἰ δὲ ἡ οὐσία apo Tov ἕγος, wemovOos 
esau τὴν ουσιαν τὸ ἕν, αλλ᾽ οὐκ ἡ ουὐσια τὸ ἕν. In Platonem, L. ii. C.iv..p. 84. (Ps) 

| Ἡ μεν οὐκ τροοδος των ονἼων, avin, δια ζωης, καὶ νου, καὶ ψυχης, εἰς τὴν σωμῶτικὴν 
τελευησασα φυσιν, Ibid. L. iti. Ὁ. νὶ. yp. 181. (P.) 

** Kas yap ᾧ νους οὐσία. Ibid. L. 11, C. iv. p. 93. (P.) 
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not make beng. But it will be said he must then have been 
before he was, if he made himself, being his, own maker ; 
but we must say, that he is not to be considered as a thing 
made, but as a maker.”* On this a question is started, 
whether God could have made himself otherwise than he did., 
But it is answered, that “* God being τοῦδέ etse/f, there could 
be no will prior to his existence.”+ Proclus says, that 
‘‘ what subsists of itself, being one, is at the same time 
the cause and the caused.” $ 

The notion of God having made himself, or being hes own 
father, and his own son, is well exposed by the author of the 
Recognitions, as implying that he must have existed before 
he did.§ 

This doctrine of the superiority of the Divine essence to 
every thing else, led these Platonzsts to some curious distine- 
tions with respect to the place of God ; and as they imagined 
that his being contazned in any thing would imply some kind 
of inferiority, they therefore made him the container. ‘* The 
gods,” says Jamblichus, “* are not subject to any part of the 
universe, nor is any part free from them; but, being superior, 
they are not so zm 7zé as to be contained by it, but they con- 
tain all things, and terrestrial things have their essence in the 
divine fulness.” || To illustrate this, he says, that ‘as light 
contains the things which are enlightened by it, so the 
power of the gods contains the things which partake of it.” 4 


* Ovbe eswy αὐτῳ ἀρχη ἡ ϑσια αὐτϑ' αλλ᾽ αὐτὸς ἀρχὴ τῆς ὅσιῶς ὧν, BY aUTH εποιήσε 
τὴν δσιαν" adda ποιήσας ταυτὴν εξω εἰασεν Eavta* are adey Te εἰνῶι δεόμενος, ὃς ἐποιῆσεν 
αὐτο" ou τοινυν ede καθ᾽ 6 ect wares τὸ St. Ti ey ov συμξαινει, εἰποι τις ὧν, piv ἡ γενεσθαι 
γεγονεναι" εἰ yap woes ἕαυτον, τὸ μὲν iavte δπω ect. To δ᾽ av moses, εςπιν non τρο ἕἑαυτε, 
Te ποιμένα οντὸς αὐτϑ' πρὸς 6 On λεκτεον, ὡς ὅλως οὐ τακτεὸν χώωτῶ τὸν πσοιθμενον, BALA 
κατὰ τὸν ποιεντα. Ln. vi. L. viii. C. xix. xx. ". 754. (P.) 

+ EAYNATO ey αλλοτι πρίειν ἕαυτον ἡ ὃ εἐποιησε---δὸε τὸ apo βελήσεως apa* mpwrov 
apa βελησις αυτος. Pdotinus, En, vi. L. viii. C. xxi. p. 755. (P.) 

1 Ἕν yap ον ὧμα καὶ αἰτιον ess xan aatiatoy. Instit. xlvi. p. 436. (P.) 

§ “ Sine principio ergo dicimus Deum, ineffabili providentia demonstrante: qui 
non ἃ seipso factus est, nec a seipso genitus: est enim sine principio et ingenitus : 
ingeniti autem appeliatio, non quid sit, nobis intelligere dat, sed quod non est factus. 
Autopatoran vero et Autogeneton, hoc est, ipsum sibi patrem, ipsumque sibi filium, 
qui vocaverunt illud quod est ingenitum, contumeliam facere conati sunt, dubiis 
deservientes rationibus. _ lndigere enim nativitate illud quod erat prius quam nas- 
ceretur, parvulorum more intelligentes, putaverunt; et illud quod faerat pro eo 
quod fuerit ponentes, quasi per seipsum factum, dicere, insania insanierunt; et 
plantationibus comparare illud quod est ingenitum ut deemoniosi, ausi sunt.” L. iii. 
Sect. iii. p.519. (P.) 

|| Oure yap δι Sear κρατεντάι εν τισι τ χῦσμθ μερεσιν, ὅτε TH WEP γὴν ἀμοόιρῶ ἀντῶν 
καθες-ηχεν" αλλ᾽ δι μεν χρειττόνες εν ἄυτῳ ὡς ὑπο μηδενίθ» περιεχοντῶι, καὶ περιεχθσι WayTa 
εν αὐτοις᾽ τῶ δ᾽ ἐπι γῆς ἐν τοις τληρωμασι τῶν ἥεῶν exovTas τὸ εἰναι. Sect. i. Ο. ix. p. 15, 
(P.) 

q Ὥσπερ ey τὸ φως περιέχει ta φωτιζομιενα, οὕτωσι var τῶν Jewv ἡ δυναμις τὰ μέτα- 
λαμξανοντα αὐτῆς εξωθεν περιειλήφε. Ibid. p. 17. (βὴ 
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Agreeably to this, Plotinus says, that “ intelligible place is 
in God, and not God in it.’’*. 

The soul, likewise, having the same superiority to the body 
that God has to the intelligible world, it follows, from the 
same principle, that the soul of the world is not contained 
in the world, but the world in its soul. Accordingly, Plo- 
éinus says, ““ The soul is not in it, but it is in the soul; for 
the body is not the place for the soul, but the soul is in the 
nous.’ + Pursuing the same idea, he would have said that 
the nous was in the good. 

Again, as the soul of man bears the same relation to the 
body of man that the soul of the world bears to the world, 
Plotenus says, that ““ Plato, giving a soul to the body, did 
well in saying that the body was in the soul.” He ilustrates 
this by saying, in the same connexion, that it is more pro- 
per to say that “air is in light, than that light is in air.”’¢ 
From this specimen of the physics of Plato, some idea may 
be formed of his metaphysics; for he is just as great in the 
one as he is in the other. If we may reduce to some general 
maxim all his observations concerning the place of things, 
we should perhaps say, that when two things, which have 
mutual action, exist together, that which is the more refined 
and the more excellent of the two, is to be considered as 
the container, and the other as the contazned. 

The word Trinzty does not much occur in the writings of 
the Platonists, till we come to Proclus, who has a tranity of 
trinities, and pretends to find them all in Plato. I am far 
from being able to develope the ideas of Proclus on this sub- 
ject, and shall only extract from him so much as may serve 
to shew, that he did not mean a trinity of persons, but only of 
principles, ““ Unity,” he says, “" must precede the trinity.’’§ 
He speaks of a ‘“* Demiurgus, as placed before the trinity.” || 
«. All trinity is wholeness.” ““ In every trinity there is an 
end, an infinite, and a mixed.”** “ Every thing divine is 


* Ἢ δὲ νοητὸς Tomes εν αὐτῷ, αὐτὸς dex ev addy. En. vi. L. vii. C. xxxv. p. 727. (P.) 

+ Ψυχὴ δὲ ex ev exw, GAN exeivos ev ωὐτῇ" ede yap Tomes τὸ σωμῶ τῇ ψυχὴ, αλλα 
ψυχὴ μὲν ev vy. Ibid. v. L. ν. C. ix. p.528. (P.) 

1 ὭὩςε ορθως exe καὶ evravba eye, ὡς 6 anp Ev TH cpwTl, ἧπερ τὸ chws εν TH HEpL. 
Διο και Πλατων χώλως τὴν ψυχήν evbers ev TH σωμῶτι ETL WayTos, AKA TO σωμᾶ EY TH 
ψυχῃ. Ibid. iv. L. ili, C. xxii. p. 988. (P.) τι 

§ Aci δὲ av apo τῆς TpiadG», καὶ wpo ταντίθ. wAndes ev Exacwp διαχοόσμῳ τὴν μοναδα 
φιρύπαρχοι, oe yap takers ὅτων ano povadG» apyovias. In Platonem, L. v. C. xiv. 

: 281. (Fe 
Η Ι! Καὶ ὁ μεν ἕξις δημίβργος wpe τῆς τριαδίθ» τεϊωγμενίθ». Ibid. L.vi. C. vi. p.356. (P.) 
4 Και οὕϊως ἡ μεν συμπασα τριας ὅλοης ecw. Ibid. Τ,. 1. C. xx. p. 166, (P.) 
** Ey ἑῥκας yap ect wepac, amespov, μικῖον. Ibid. L. iii. C. xiii, Ρ. 142. (P.) 
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fair, wise, and powerful. This trinity belongs to all the gods’’* 
‘«< For the three trinities themselves, declare mystically the 
unknown cause of the first, and altogether incommunicable 
God.” + 

With respect to these different trinities, he says, ‘ the 
first trinity is called one being.” ¢ He also speaks of the 
first trinity as establishing all things, the second as giving 
them motion, and tlie third as reducing things to their first 
principles. § But the whole is most obscurely expressed. 
“Τῇ second trinity,” he says, ‘* is called wholeness, per- 
ceived by the mind.” ||‘ Its parts,” he says, ‘ are the one, 
and the beng, which are the extreme, and the middle power 
joins them, but does not perfectly unite them, as in the 
former trinity.”q] ‘‘ Thissecond trinity,” he says, “ is in the 
Timeus called amy.’ ** << After this,” he says, ‘* we see 
the third trinity advanced, in which all intelligible multi- 
tude appears, in which we also see wholeness, but con- 
sisting of many parts.” {7 

When my readers have perfectly understood these few 
passages relating to the Platonic trinities, let them proceed 
to what Proclus farther says of the Demzurgic trinity, tt 
and of the Demiurgic unity taken “ from the trinity of the 
governing fathers,” §§ and then he will be pretty well pre- 
pared for the study of the Christian Trinity. ||| 


* Λέγει Tovey ὁ Swxpalys ὡς apa way est τὸ Setoy καλον, σοῷον, δυναῖον, καὶ τὴν τριαδα 
ταυΐην διήκειν ἐπι wacas ενδεικνυῖαι τας τῶν Yewy woasdes. In Platonem, L. i.C. xxi. 
p. 56. (P.) 

+ Kas yap ds τρεις avian τριαδὲες μυς κως ἐπαγἴελλθσι τὴν τῷ Wowle Ose, καὶ ἀμεθενκῖα 
-ππανελως ἀγνωςον aay. Ibid. L. iii. C. xiv. p. 145. (P.) 

1 Καλείζαι δ᾽ ἐν ἡ wowly τριας, ἑν ον. Ibid. L. iii. C. xx. p. 164. (P.) 

§ ἔπει και τῶν ovlov ἡ μὲν wpwln τρις εδραζειν ελεγεῖο Ta Davia, καὶ wpa τῶν. ardAwx 
τὴν δευεραν τριαδα μένει yay ὃ αἰὼν ev avin ς-α΄ὐὐερως" ἡ δὲ pela ταυΐην, W yaad, καὶ κινη- 
σεως, και τῆς κατ᾽ ἐνεργειαν Cons τοις ὅλοις χορηγος" ἡ δὲ τριζη, τῆς ἐπι τὸ ἕν ἐπις-ροφηςν, 
καὶ τῆς τελειοηἶος συνελισσεσῆς Ta δευΐερα Wavla τρος τας ἑαυΐων ἀρχας. Ibid. L. iv. 
C. iii. p. 184. (P.) 

|| Καλειῖαι τοινυν ἡ devlepa τριας, GAolng νοη]η" meen δὲ αυῆης, To ἕν, και τὸ ον, ἀκρα λεγω" 
μεσὴ Se ἡ δυναμις δσα Kavlavda συναπῖει, καὶ ex, Eves (καϑαπερ εν τῇ Woo aving) το ἕν, 
was Toov. Ibid. L. iii. C. xx. p. 165.. (P.) 

4 Ibid. (P) 

ag Thy ye μὴν δευΐεραν pela ταυΐην ev Tina μὲν, asova wporeionxev. Ibid. p. 169. 
EAD, 

+t Mela de ravla, τὴν τριαδα νοήσωμεν εφεξης arAAny wpascay, εν ἡ τὸ vonloy wAnvos 
ἐκφαινεῖαι way, ἦν και aviny, Grolnla μεν, ahd’ ex μερων πσολλων Uoisonow ὁ ἸΤαρμενιδης. 
Ibid. L. iii. Ο xx. p. 166. (P.) 

tt Καὶ ὥσπερ ἡ τριας ἡ δημιθργικὴ μεΐεχει τῆς whos αὐῖον Evwoews. Ibid. L. vi. C. vii. 
p. 358. (P.) 

§§ Ὅ7ι μὲν ev ἡ δημιθργικὴ μόνας, τῆς τριαδος των ἡγεμονίκων walepwy εξῃρημενη. Ibid. 
C. viii. p. 359. (P.) 

\\\| The whole of this Section is copied, with a few additions, from the Author's 
paper in Theol. Repos. 1784, LV. pp. $81—399, 402—404. 
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SECTION II. 


Of the Doctrine of the Platomasts concerning the Union of the 
Soul with God, and general Observations. 


Havinge seen this strange confusion of ideas respecting 
the Divine nature, its operations and influences, we shall 
the less wonder at the mysticism of these Platonists with 
respect to the exaltation of the mind of man by a supposed 
union with the Divine nature, so as to be supported and 
nourished by it; for it was a maxim with them, that every 
thing is pertected and nourished by its proper cause, as Jam-. 
blichus says, ‘* The soul is perfected by the nous, and nature 
by the soul; and in like manner other things are nourished 
by their causes.”* One would think, however, that, 
admitting this principle, it might be sufficient to suppose 
every thing to be perfected by its proper and immediate 
cause; and, therefore, that the mind of man should be 
perfected by its union to the celestial gods, or at farthest to 
the divine mous, without having any communication with 
the highest principle of all, or the good; and, indeed, upon 
this idea Plotznus speaks of “ the soul being attached to 
the nous, and the nous to the good.’ + Agreeably to this 
also, Jamblichus speaks of the soul as “ raised by Theurgy” 
(or certain magical operations) ‘* above all matter, and united 
to the eternal Logos.” ἢ 

But this was not sufficient for the souls of these philo- 
sophers which aspired higher than those of ordinary men. 
They thought that they might pass through the zntedlzgible 
world, to the highest principle of all, and be united to the 
good itself, Thus Porphyry says concerning Plotenus, that 
ἐς he was wakeful, and had a pure soul, always aspiring to 
the Deity, whom he entirely loved; that he did his utmost 
to deliver himself from the bitter waves of this cruel life, 
and that thus, as this divine person was raising himself in 
his thoughts to the first and supreme God, in the method 
described in the Banquet of Plato, this God, without form 
or idea, and placed above the nous, and every thing intel- 


* Ψυχὴ μὲν yap amo ve Teresa, φυσις de, amo ψυχης" ta τε αλλω ὥσαυΐως ἀπὸ τῶν 
αἴϊιων τρεφεῖαι. C. x. Sect. ν. p. 126. 

+ Ανηρημενης de ψυχὴς εἰς vev, Καὶ ve εἰς τὸ wyabov. En, vi. L. vii. C. xxxiii. p. 
734. (P.) 

t Exi@e waons ὕλης αὐην woe, μονῷ τῷ αἴδιῳ Aoyw συνενωμενην. Sect. x. C. vi. 
μ. 177. (ae 
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ligible appeared to him; to which God,” he adds, “1 
Porphyry, once approached, and was united, in the 68th 
year of my age.” * 

The means by which this union with the Deity is ef- 
fected, is explained by Proclus, as far as mere words can do 
it; but the meaning is, | own, above my comprehension. 
‘** The soul,” he says, “" entering into its own unity, beholds 
every thing, and God.” + ‘“ Again,” he says, “ it is the 
faith of the gods that unites, in an unspeakable manner, all 
the kinds of gods, and demons, and happy souls to the 
good.” ἢ 

Plotinus gives us a more particular account of this mys- 
terious ascent of the soul to God in the following terms, 
from which some persons may possibly imagine, that they 
may derive some assistance in attaining to raptures of a 
similar nature. ‘* The knowledge, or contact of the good, 
he (Plato) says is the greatest thing, and the greatest 
discipline ; not meaning that the intuition of the good itself 
is the discipline, but something to be learned by it. To 
this we are led by analogies, negations, the knowledge of 
external things, and certain gradations. For it must be 
preceded by purgations, prayers,” (supposed to be under- 
stood,) ““ virtues and ornaments of the mind, the ascent to 
the intelligible world, fixing there, and laying hold of the 
things that are there. Whosoever becomes at the same 
time a spectator and a spectacle, of himself and other things, 
and becoming essence and nous, and the universal living 
thing, no longer sees any thing from without, but being 
himself that thing, that is the intelligible world, or part of 
it, he is near to it, and within one stage of it,” (that is, the 
good itself,) ‘‘ then shining with every thing that is intelli- 
gible. Then laying aside all discipline, as the rudiments of 
a school, and being fixed in the beautiful, he knows whither 
he is advanced. And being borne thence by the nous itself, 
as by a wave, and carried aloft by it, as it were swelling, 
he gains the sudden intuition. Not seeing how, but the 


* Expylas δ᾽ ὁτι ἀγρυπνος, καὶ καθαραν τὴν ψυχήν exov, καὶ wer σπευδὼν πτρος τὸ Ociov 
ov δια waans τῆς ψυχῆς ἤρα, ὅτι τε Wave’ ἐποίει, απαλλαγηνᾶι, πικρὸν Kyu” εξυπαλυξαι, 
Te οἱιμοβοῖβ rede 818" atlas δὲ μωλις-α Tel τῳ δαιμονίῳ φωῖι πολλάκις εἐναγονῖι ἑαυῖον εἰς 
τὸν τῦρωῖον Kas ἐπεκεινώ Θεὸν ταις εννοιάιίς, καὶ κάτα τὰς εν τῷ συμποσίῳ εφηγήμενας ὅδες 
Te Πλαΐωνι, εφανη εκεινος ὃ μήτε μορφηνμητε τινα Weay εἐχων, ὕπερ δὲ vey, καὶ Way τὸν 
wonloy ἱδρυμιενος᾽ wp ὃε καὶ eyo ὁ Πορῴφυριος anak λεγω τλησίιώσαι καὶ ἑνώθηναι, ετὸς aywy 
ἑξηκοςον τε και ογδοον. Plotini Vita, ad finem. (P.) 

T Eis ἑαυτὴν εἰσιεσαν τὴν Ψυχην, ta τε adda wayta κατοψεσῖαι, καὶ Oey. Tn 
Platonem, L. i. C, iii. p.7.  (P.) 

1 Ὡς μεν τὸ ὅλον εἰπεῖν, Toy Jewy wisis esi ἡ τρὸς τὸ ἀγαΐον apintws Evileru τὰ δ εων 
YEV] συμπανταρ καὶ δαιμογων, καὶ ψυχων tas εὐδαίμονας. Ibid. L. i. C. xxv. p. 61. (P.) 
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sight filling his eyes with light, he sees nothing but it, the 
light itself being the vision.” * 

As it may be supposed that the learned commentator 
of Plotinus, viz. Marsilius Ficinus, well understood this 
sublime part of Platonism, and may explain it better, I shall 
give his comment upon it. ‘ The ladder by which we 
ascend to the principle has seven steps. The first is, the 
purgation of the mind; the second, the knowledge of the 
divine works particularly provided; the third, the con- 
templation of the order by which the inferior works are 
gradually brought to the superior; the fourth, a certain 
proportionable comparison, bringing it from this order to 
that which is divine; the fifth, is negation, by which you 
separate all that you conceive from the principle; the sixth, 
is earnest prayer to God, that the Father of the intellectual 
world himself may truly make you the intellectual world, 
being virtually this world from the beginning; the seventh, 
‘that when you are become the intellectual world, being 
carried farther by the love of the good, you may be trans- 
formed from the intellectual state to ¢he good, which is 
above intellect.” + 

Jamblichus follows Plotinus, and agrees with him in his 
account of this mystical union of the soul to God. Con- 
sidering how far the actions of the soul in these divine 
ecstasies are voluntary, he says, ‘“‘ This divine irradiation, 
which comes by prayers, shines and operates voluntarily, 
and is far from any thing of violence. But, by a divine 
energy and perfection, as much excels all voluntary motion, 


* Est μὲν wyante evre γνωσις εἰτε ἐπαφὴη, μεγιςον, καὶ μεγιςον φησι Talo εἰναι μαϑημα;, 
ov τὸ ὥρὸς aio Wew μαϑημα λεγων, ἀλλα περι avTa padey τι τσροτερον" διδασκδσι μεν 
ey avahoyias TE και αφαιρεσεις, και γνώσεις τῶν εξ αυτϑ, και αναξασμοι τινες" πορευδσι 
δὲ καθαρσεις προς αυτὸ καὶ ἀρετῶι καὶ χοσμήσεις, κῶι TR νοητϑ επιδασεις, καὶ aT αυτϑ 
ἑδρυσεις, καὶ τῶν εκει ἐπιώσεις᾽ ὃς τις yevylas ὅμι σεαῆης τε καὶ δεαμα, αὐῖος αυτϑ καὶ τῶν 
GAN, καὶ γενόμενος BTA, καὶ VAs, Kat ζωον πτανΐελες, μηκεῖι: eLwrtey avio βλεποι" ταῖο δὲ 
γένομενος, εγίυς est, καὶ τὸ ἐφεξῆς ἐκεῖνο nat τλήσιον, αὐτὸ δὴ ἐπὶ WayTL τῷ νοήτῳ επι- 
ctABov’ evOa dy εασας τις way μαΐημα, kas μέχρι TE τπσαιδαγωγηδεις, καὶ ev κωλῳ ἱδρυθεις, 
εν ᾧ μεν ess μέχρι τ 878 νοει" ἐξενεχθεις δὲ TH αὐτῳ TH YB διον κυματι, καὶ De ὑπ᾽ αὐτϑ διον 
οἰδησανῖος apes exeidey εξαιφνης" ex Wav ὅπως, αλλ᾽ ἡ Sea τλησασα φωῖος τα ομμαῖα, 
ov δ᾽ avta πσεποιήχεν αλλο ὅρῳν, αλλ᾽ αντὸ τὸ φως τὸ ὁδαμα yy. Plotini En. vi. L. vii. 
C. xxxvi. p. 727. (P.) 

+ ‘ Scala per quam ascenditur ad principium, septem gradus habet: primus est 
purgatio animi: secundus, cognitio operum divinorum singulatim comparata : 
tertius, contemplatio ordinis quo opera inferiora reducuntur ad superiora gradatim : 
quartus, comparatio quzedam proportionalis ex ordine hujusmodi ad divinum 
ordinem sese conferens: quintus, negatio per quam cuncta que concipis separes 
a principio: sextus, supplex ad Deum oratio, ut ipse intellectualis mundi pater te 
reddat mundum intellectualem actu: ens enim potentia mundus hic ab initio: 
septimus, ut quum ipse intellectualis mundus evaseris, ulterius amore boni concitus, 
ex statu intellectuali transformeris in bonum superius intellectu.” Plotini En. vi. 
L. vii. p. 727. (P.) 
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as the divine will of the good excels all animal volition, 
By such volition the gods, being gracious and merciful, 
infuse abundant light on those who are engaged in theurgic 
exercises, calling their souls to them, and giving them an 
union with themselves; accustoming them, even when they 
are in the body, to be separate from the body, and to be 
carried to their eternal and intelligible principle. What I 
Say, appears from facts to be the safety of the soul. For in 
seeing these happy visions, the soul changes its animal life, 
and acts with another energy; and seeing things in their 
true light, he no longer considers himself as aman. For 
after quitting his proper life, he becomes possessed of the 
most happy energy of the gods.” * 

Plato himself is always referred to, as having taught this 
method of the ascent of the soul to God, or the chief good. 
But though what he has said on the subject may have led 
to this mysterious business, it falls far short of it. Treating 
of beauty, in his dialogue entitled The Banquet, he says, 
we may pass from particular beautiful objects in nature to 
beauty in the abstract, and this he describes as the same 
thing with good in the abstract, or the first principle of all 
things, in the contemplation of which consists the highest 
happiness of man. Having described this progress at large, 
he says, in Mr, Sydenham’s translation, 

*« Here is to be found, if any where, the happy life, the 
ultimate object of desire, to man. It is to live for ever in 
beholding this consummate beauty, the sight of which, if 
ever you attain it, will appear not to be in gold, nor in 
magnificent attire, nor in beautiful youths or damsels. 
With such, however, at present, many of you are so entirely 
taken up, and with the sight of them so absolutely charmed, 
that you would rejoice to spend your whole lives, were it 
possible, in the presence of those enchanting objects, with- 
out any thoughts of eating or drinking, but feasting your 
eyes only with their beauty, and living always in the bare 
sight of it. If this be so, what effect think you, would the 


* Autupayns yap τις Eb καὶ GUTOTEANS, ἡ Oia των κλήσεων ελλαμψις, Woppw τε Te 
κασελκεσῖαι apesnKe, Sie τῆς Tera τε ἐνεργειᾶς και τελειοτητὉ» τροεισιν εἰς τὸ ἐεμῴφανες» 
καὶ TOTKTW τροέχει τῆς EXBTIA κινήσεως, ὅσον ἡ Tdyade Tem βελησις τῆς προαιρετικῆς 
ὑπερέχει ζωης" διωτης τοιαυτῆς av βολήσεως, αφἕονως οἱ ὅεοι τὸ (pws εἐπιλαμπϑσιν, εὐμενεῖς 
οντες καὶ ἵλεῳ τοις εθργοις, Tas τε ψυχας avToy εἰς ἕαυτες ἀναχάλβμενοι, καὶ τὴν ἕνωσιν 
αυταῖς τῆς προς ἑαυτες χρορηγϑντες, ENICOYTES τε αυὐτῶς καὶ ETE EY σωμᾶτι σας αφιςασδαι 
τῶν σωμάτων, EL τε τὴν αἴδιον Ka νοητὴν ἑαυτων ἀρχήν τοεριωγεσίδαι.----Δηλον δὲ καὶ an 
αὐτῶν τῶν Epyov ὃ γυνι φαμεν εἰναι τῆς ψυχης σωτήριον" EY Yap TH δεωρειν τὰ paxapia 
σεαματα, ἡ ψυχή aAAny ζωὴν αλλατῆεται» και ἕτεραν ἐνέργειαν EVEpYEL, καὶ εδ᾽ ἀνδρωπος 
EVAL ἥγειται, τὸ τε opus ἡγδμενη" πολλάκις δὲ καὶ τὴν ἑαυτῆς aera ζωην, τὴν μακα- 
ριωτώτην τῶν Tewy ἐνεργειαν ἠλλάξατο. Jamb, de Myster. Sect, i, C. xii. p. 925; (P.) 
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sight of beauty ttself have upon a man, were he to see it 
pure and genuine, not corrupted and stained all over with 
the mixture of flesh and colours, and much more of like 
perishing and fading trash; but were able to view that 
divine essence, the beautiful itself, in its own simplicity of 
form? Think you that the life of such a man would be 
contemptible or mean; of the man who always directed his 
eye towards the right object, who looked always at real 
beauty, and was conversant with it continually? Perceive 
you not that, in beholding the beautiful, with that eye with 
which alone it is possible to behold it, thus and thus only 
could a man ever attain to generate not the images or sem- 
blance of virtue, as not having his intimate commerce with 
an image or a semblance, but virtue true, real, and sub- 
stantial, from the converse and embraces of that which is 
real and true? Thus begetting true virtue, and bringing 
her up till she is grown mature, he would become a favour- 
ite of the gods, and at length would be, if any man ever be, 
himself one of the immortals.” * Those who can admire 
these things, should not complain of Jacob Behmen. 

This wild enthusiastic notion of an union to God, to be 
obtained by contemplation, austerity, and a particular dis- 
cipline, was eagerly embraced by many speculating Chris- 
tians, and contributed greatly to that turn for mysticism, 
which infected such great numbers in former times, and 
which infects many even to this day. It likewise contri- 
buted to that fondness for solitude, and abstraction from 
the world, which gave rise to the establishment of hermits 
and monks. The language of many Christians has been 
much the same with the following of Jamblchus, who 
describes “ἃ two-fold state of man, one in which we are 
all soul, and being out of the body are raised aloft, and 
dwell with the universal and immaterial gods; and another 
state in which we are bound by the shell of the body, so 


* Ἐνταυθα te Pie, ὦ dire Σωκρώτες (epy ἡ Μαντινική ξενη) εἴπερ are addons, βιωῖον 
νρωπῳ, Θεωμενῳ αὐτὸ τὸ καλον" ὃ εῶν τσοῖε ιδῃς, ov κατὰ χρυσὸν τε καὶ ἐσγηα καὶ τες 
καλὲς waidlas τε καὶ νεᾶνισκες Coker σοι εἰνοῶι" Guo νυν ὅρων ἐκπεπληξαι, καὶ ἕϊοιμος εἰ καὶ 
συ, καὶ αλλοι ποόλλοι ὅρων]ες τὰ ππωιδικα, ve ξυνοντες aer αὐτοις, εἰπὼς διοντ᾽ ἤν, μήτε 
εσίδιειν, μήτε τίνειν, ἀλλὰ δεασδωι μονὸν χωὶ ξυνειναι" τι δὴ τὰ (εφη) οιομεδζω, εἰ τῷ 
γενοιῖο αὐτὸ τὸ χαλὸν sew εἰλικρινες, χαϑϑαρον, ἀμικῖον, αλλα μὴ ἀναπλεων σαρκὼν TE 
avSpomivey καὶ χρωμιαῆων, και αλλης πολλῆς φλυαρίας νηης, αλλ αὐτὸ τὸ Setoy, xadroy 
δυνώιτο μονειδὲς κατιδεῖν" xp’ ores (ey) φαυλον βιον γιγνεσῖσαι εκεισὲ βλέποντος ἀνῶρωπε, 
καὶ exewo 6 der Sewpeve, καὶ ξυνοντος αὐτῷ" ἡ ove ενῦυμη (εφη) ὅτι evrauda αὐτῳ povaye 
γενήσεται, ὅρωντι Ὁ ὅρωτον τὸ καλον, τιχτειν οὐκ εἰδωλα ἀρετῆς, ὧτε οὐκ εἰδωλθ εφαπτομενῳ, 
aAN αληδη, are Te adydtes εφαπτομενῳ" TEXOYTE Oe ἀρετὴν adndy, καὶ ρεψώμενῳ, 
ὕπαρχει ϑεοφιλει γενεσῆδαι, καὶ, EMEP TY αλλῳ ἀνῦρωπῳ, adavaty καὶ εκεινῳ. Convivium, 
Ρ. 381, Ed. Gen. (¢P.) 
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as to be confined by matter, and to be, as it were, wholly 
corporeal.” * . 

Clemens Alexandrinus says, after Plato, that he who 
contemplates ideas, will live as a god among men; that nous 
is the place of ideas, and is God, 

If this account of the doctrine of -the Platonists, with 
respect to God and nature, does not give my readers com- 
plete satisfaction, it will not be in my power to doit. The 
passages which [| have selected from Plot¢nus, and others, 
dark as they may appear, are really some of the clearest in 
all their writings, the bulk of which may be denominated 
darkness that may be felt. The writings of the schoolmen, 
which have been so much ridiculed on account of their 
obscurity and idle distinctions, are day-light compared to 
those of these Platonists. I only desire any man of toler- 
able sense, who has a competent knowledge of the Greek 
language, and who may be disposed to think there is too 
much severity in this censure, to spend a single day upon 
Plotinus, Jamblichus, or Proclus. 1{ he leave them without 
having his own mind very much beclouded, (of which there 
is some danger,) 1 am confident that he will agree with me 
in my opinion concerning them. 

In passing this censure on the writings of these Platonists, 
I am far from wishing to suggest a low opinion of the 
understandings of the men. 1 believe, that with respect to 
their intellectual powers, they were equal to any metaphy- 
sicians of the present age, or of any other; and so certainly 
was Thomas Aquinas, t and many of the schoolmen. But 
mankind had not then attained to the first elements of 
metaphysical knowledge, which is now indeed in a very 
imperfect state, much behind many other branches of know- 
ledge.; and what poor work would Newton himself have 
made, if he had been set to read before he had learned 
half his letters! As the mere art of reading is perhaps 
attained with more difficulty than any thing that we learn 
subsequent to it, so we may say that it cost the world 
more pains and thought to acquire the very elements of 
philosophical and metaphysical knowledge, than it did to 


* ΣΚΕΨΟΜΕΘΑ δὴ to μετὰ τοῖο συμῴωνως τοις τοροειρήμενοις, και τὴν ἡμεῆεραν διπλην 
χκατας σιν" ὅτε μὲν yap ὅλη ψυχη γινομεῦα, καὶ ἐσμεν εξω Te σωματίϑ», μετεωροι TE τῶν 
PED ὅλων Tay αὐλων Sewy μετεωροπολδμεν" ὅτε 6 av δεδεμεδα εν TH ὁςρεωδει σωματι, καὶ 
ἄπο τῆς ὕλης κατεχομεθα, και ἐσμεν σωματοειδεις. Sect. v. C. xv. p. 180. (P.) 

+ Ἑικοτως ἐν καὶ Πλατων τον τῶν ἰδεων εωρητικον ὅεον ev ανῶρωποις ζῳσεσῆαι φησι" ves 
δὲ χωρα ιδεων᾽ vas ὃε ὃ ΘΕΌ». Strom. L. iv. p. 537. (P.) 

1 See Vol. 1X. pp. 387, 466. 
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make the most shining discoveries afterwards. J am far, 
therefore, from despising the men who laboured under such 
great disadvantages; but I own that I do despise those 
who, neglecting, and affecting to despise, the greater light 
of the present “day, involve Ey and enidecwoll to 
involve others, in the darkness which overspread the world 
two thousand years ago. 

Having thus represented what I apprehend Plutonism to 
have been, I shall in the next place endeavour to shew how 
thick a shade from this mass of darkness was thrown upon 
the Jewish religion in Philo, and the Christian in the 
writings of the early fathers. In the mean time, this view 
of that system of philosophy which was most admired at 
the time of the promulgation of Christianity, a system made 
use of to support a religion still more absurd than itself, 
debasing the faculties and corrupting the morals of men, 
may serve to make us more thankful for the pure light of 
the gospel, which the Father of lights was pleased in the 
fulness of time to send, in order to disperse that gross and 
baneful darkness. 

A fuller display of Platonism, in a translation of the 
writings of Plotznus, Jamblichus, and Proclus, (if it were 
possible to exhibit such wretched nonsense in any modern 
language, *) would contribute still more to make Christianity 
appear to its proper advantage. And indeed, to do it justice, 
it ought to be compared with that system of knowledge 
which human reason had actually produced at the time of 
its promulgation, and not with ‘that which the reason of 
man (first put into a right track by itself) has been able 


to produce in the space of two thousand-years since that 
time. 


CHAPTER VIII. * 
Of the Platonism of Philo. 


Ir has been seen that, among the Heathen Platonists, we 
have found no uniform and serious personification of the 
divine nous, or logos, so that it could be considered as a 
distinct intelligent person, but only strong figures, and a 


* See “ Proclus’s Commentaries, with a History of the Restoration of the Platonic 
Theology, by the later Platonists; and a Translation of Proclus’s Theological 
Elements, by Thomas Taylor, 1792.” Also, “The Five Books of Plotinus, trans- 
lated by Thomas ‘Taylor, 1794.” 

+ Vol. 11. 1786. 


PLATONISM OF PHILO. 187 


dark, enigmatical description of the zdeas, or the supposed 
place of ideas in the Divine mind, constituting what they 
called the tntelligible world, or the world to be perceived by 
the mind, and not by the senses; and which was an exem- 
plar or pattern of the visible world. Upon the whole, it 
may be asserted, that the Platonists themselves proceeded 
no farther than to what may be called a strongly figurative 
personification of the divine intellect, considered as distinct 
either from the Divine Being himself, or those more excel- 
lent qualities from which he was denominated the good ; 
so that it cannot be said that, if the Platonists had been 
seriously interrogated concerning their real opinion, they 
would have answered that the good, and his nous, or logos, 
were two distinct intelligent persons, each having ideas, 
and being capable of reasoning and acting, though their 
language, literally interpreted, will occasionally bear that 
construction. 

In Philo, a Jew of Alexandria, who was contemporary 
with the apostles, we find something more nearly approach- 
ing to a real personification of the dogos, a term which is 
much more frequent with him than with the Péatonists them- 
selves; and indeed it was observed, that what they called 
nous, the barbarians called dogos, which is a literal translation 
of the Chaldee κοῦ. Philo says so much concerning zdeas 
and the intelligible world, and is withal so eloquent, that it has 
been justly observed, “ either that Plato philonized, or that 
Philo platonized ;’* but he was far from advancing so far 
as the platonizing Christians. However, though he did 
not, like them, make a permanent intelligent person of the 
divine dogos, he made an occasional one of it, making it the 
visible medium of all the communications of God to man, 
that by which he both made the world, and also conversed 
with the patriarchs of the Old Testament. 

It will be seen that Phz/o’s own ideas were far from being 
clear or consistent, but he is much less confused than the 
proper Heathen Platonests, and he sometimes exhibits a 
Platonism of a simple and less figurative kind. Thus, 
after observing that “an architect constructs a building 
after an idea which he has previously formed of it in his 
mind,” he says, ‘in like manner, we must judge concerning 
God, wlio, intending to build a magnificent city, first de- 
vised the plan of it, from which he formed the visible world, 


* Ἴόσοτον δ᾽ αὐτὸν τοις Ἕλληνιςωις παρασχεῖν Sauna τῆς EY τοις λόγοις δυνώμεως, ὥς 
vas λέγειν avres, ἡ Πλατων φιλωνίζει ἡ Φίλων τ΄λατωνίζει. Phot. Bib. Sect. ev. p. 275. 
Sy ἢ 56h ἢ > 


(P.) 
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using. it as a pattern. As the pre-conceived plan of the 
building in the mind of an architect has no existence 
externally, but is stamped upon the mind of the artist, in 
like manner this world of ideas has no place but the divine 
logos, which disposes all things. For what other proper’ 
place can there be to receive and contain, not only all ideas, 
but even a single idea. It is a world-creating power, which 
has its source in the ¢rue good.” * In another passage also, 
Speaking of the different significations of place, he says that 
‘“‘ one of them is the divine Jogos, the whole of which God 
himself has filled with incorporeal powers.” + In this place 
the logos is evidently nothing more than the Divine mind 
itself, or the seat of his ideas; and the true good, in the 
former passage, in which the creative power is said to reside, 
is the platonic term for the Supreme Being. | 

Like the other Platonists, Phzlo does not, however, con- 
tent himself with giving these zdeas, or the intelligible world 
which is composed of them, a place in the Divine mind, or 
logos, but he also confounds them with the Logos. “Τὸ 
speak plainly,” says he, ‘‘ the ideal world is no other than 
the logos of God, who makes the world, nor is an ideal city 
any other than the reasoning of the architect intending to 
produce it.”’+ Agreeable to this use of the term Jogos, as 
synonymous to the zdeal world, he says, ‘“ The imitation of 
a perfectly beautiful pattern, must be perfectly beautiful ; 
but the logos of God must be more excellent than beauty 
itself, as it is in nature, without any additional beauty.”§ 

So far this writer is tolerably intelligible, and so also he 
is in the following passage, in which he speaks of the ideal 
world as formed by a power inherent in the Divine mind. 
Speaking of God saying, Adam will be hke one of us, he 
says, ‘* Though God be one, he has many powers. By 


* Ta wapamdyom δὴ και wept Oca δοξιςτεον, ὃς apa τὴν μέγαλοπολιν κτίζειν διανοήσεις; 
EVEVONTE τροτερὸν τς τυπὲς αυτής, εξ ὧν χοσμον νοητὸν συςἡσώμενος ἀπότελει TOY HTN TOY, 
“παραδείγματι χρωμενίθ» εκεινῳ. Karamep ὃν ἣ εν τῷ ἀρχιτεκτονικῳ προδιατυπωδεισα 
πόλις, χωρῶν EXTOS BK εἰχεν, AAD’ ἐνεσφραάγιςο TH τ TEXUITS ψυχῃ, Toy αὐτὸν τροπον, Bd ὁ EX 
τῶν ἰδέων κόσμος αλλον ὧν EXOL τόπον, ἡ τὸν σειον Aoyoy τὸν τσαντῶ διωακοσμήσαντα. Ἐπει 
τις ὧν En τῶν δυνάμεων αὐτῷ τοπὸς ἕτερος, ὃς γενοιτ᾽ εν ἱκανὸς, OV λέγω Wacas, ἀλλὰ μιαν 
axparoy ἥντινεν δεξααι Te καὶ χωρησῶωι δΔυνᾶμις δὲ καὶ ἡ κοσμοποιητικὴη, πηγὴν ἐχϑσα 
τορος ἀληϑειαν ayarvov. De Mundi Opificio, p.4. (P.) 

+ Kara devrepoy de τροπὸν 6 Seog λογὸς, ὃν ἐκπεπληρωκεν ὅλον δι᾿ ὅλων ἀσωμάτοις δυνα- 
μεσιν αὐτὸς ὃ Θεος. De Somniis, Ρ.. ὅ74. (.) 

ΞΕ δετις eernoere γυμνοτεροις χρησασῶαι τοῖς ονομῶσιν, Βδὲν ἂν ἕτερον εἰποι τὸν γοήτον 
εἰνῶι κόσμον, ἡ Oee λογον ἡδὴ κοσμοποιδντίῶ». Ovde yao ἡ νοητὴ τολις ἕτερον τι ESI, ἡ ὁ TH 
ἀρχιτέκτονος λογίσμος ἡδὴ τὴν νοητὴν τόλιν κτίζειν διανοθμενθ. De Mundi Opificio, p. 5. 
(Ρ. 

z Avaynn de worynarhe wapaderynat@» walnaroy εἰναι pipnua Θεδ δὲ λογος, και 
αὐτὰ KAAARG, ὅπερ ESL εν τῇ PUTEL καλλος», ὠμιεινων, οὐ χοσμδμενος χαλλει" κόσμος δ᾽ αυτος 
ay, εἰ dar τ᾽ αληζες εἰπεῖν ἐκπρεπέςωτος exewe. Ibid, p.32. (P.) ὰ 
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these powers the intelligible and incorporeal world is made, 
the architype of that which is visible, consisting of invisible 
ideas, as this does of visible bodies.” * . 

In one passage he speaks of these divine powers by which 
the invisible world is made, as éwo; but he does not explain 
himself with respect to that particular number. ‘* God,” 
says he, ‘‘ being one, has two supreme powers. By these 
powers the incorporeal and ideal world is made, the archi- 
type of the visible world, consisting of invisible ideas, as 
this is visible: to the eyes.” + He likewise speaks of the 
divine logos as “ flowing from the fountain of wisdom like 
ariver.’~ But in the following passage he makes the logos 
to be the same with wesdom, and thereby makes a nearer 
approach to the ideas of the Christian fathers. Allegorizing 
the rivers of paradise, he says concerning one of them, that 
“1 is the river which is productive of goodness. It pro- 
ceeds from the wisdom of God, which is the logos of God; 
for according to this its productive power is made.” § 

But in another place he makes the logos to be different 
from this wzsdom, which he makes to be the mother of the 
logos; and this circumstance may, perhaps, throw some 
light upon the éwo divine powers, by which, in the passage 
quoted above, he said that the intelligible world was made. 
Allegorizing Moses’s description of the high priest, he says, 
“This high priest does not mean a man, but the logos of 
God, free from all sin, voluntary or involuntary. When 
Moses forbids him to defile himself on account of his father 
the nous, or his mother the senses, I think that he must have 
parents incorruptible and holy; his father God, who is also 
the father of all, and his mother, wesdom, by which every 
thing was produced.” || In this figurative and confused manner 


* “Ess wy 6 Θεὸς αμυδητες περι αὐτὸν exer δυνάμεις. Asa τεῆων δυνάμεων ὃ ἀσωματος 
καὶ νοηῖος ἐπαγὴ κόσμος, τὸ Te φαινομενθ τϑδε ἀρχετυπὸν, Deas αορατοις cvcades, ὥσπερ 
ὄντος σωμᾶσιν ορώτοις. De Confusione Linguarum, p. $45. (P.) 

t ‘Ets wy 6 Θεὸς bus τας ανωτάτω duvapess exer. Ara telwv των δυνάμεων, 6 αἀσωματος 
καὶ VONTOS ἐπαγη κόσμος τὸ τ φαινομενθ Tade ὠρχετυπον, Wears aopaTas συςαἥῆεις, ὦσπερ 
ὅυτος ομμᾶσιν opato¢. De Mundo, p. 1150. (P.) 

1 Κατεισι δὲ ὥσπερ ame πτηγής τῆς σοφιας WoTams τροπὸν ὁ Seog Avyss. De Somniis, 
p. 1141. (P.) 

§ Ποταμὸος ἡ γενικὴ esi ὠγαΐοτης. Αὐτή exmopevetas ex τῆς Te Θεβ coduas. ἫἪ de 
εςιν 6 Θεϑ λογος" κάτα yap τϑτον τσεποιήται ἡ γενικη ἀρετη. De Mundi Opificio, p. 52. 
(P.) 

{Λέγομεν yap tov apysepen ex aySpwmov, aAAa λόγον ὅειον εἰναι, WavtTwy ey EKeoiwy 
μόνον, αλλα καὶ ἄκϑσίων ἀδικημάτων ὠμιετοχρον᾽ OTE ἊΣ ἐπι τῦατρι τῷ νῳ, ATE ἐπὶ nT pL τῇ 
acing φησιν αυῖον Mavens δυνασῖαι μιαινεσῖδαιν διοτι οἰμκαι γονεων αφίαρτων και καῦα- 
ρωτάτων ελαχεν, τώτρος μὲν Oex, ὃς καὶ Tov συμπαντῶν Ess warty, μήτρος δὲ σοφιας, δι᾽ 
ἧς τὰ ὅλα ἡλῖδεν εἰς γενεσιν. De Profugis, p. 466. : ' 

Those who are offended at the allegorical method of interpreting the Scriptures 
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does Philo at length come to what may be called an inter- 
mediate principle between God and the creation. This 
logos he also calls ‘“ the emage of God, by which all the 
world was made.” * 

Having got an image of God, he likewise makes an 
image of this image; but his explanation of this I do not 
pretend fully to understand. Having called “ the invisible 
and intelligible world the divine logos, or the logos of God, 
the image of God, and the image of that intelligible light 
which was the image of that divine logos, which explains 
its origin, it is,’ he says, “" that super-celestial star, which 
is the source of the visible stars, and which may be 
called the universal splendour, from which the sun, moon, 
and stars, fixed or wandering, derive their respective splen- 
dours.” + 

But besides making the Jogos to be the image of God, 
Philo gives it an occasional real personification, and makes 
it to be the medium of the Divine communications to man- 
kind, the symbol of the Divine presence, and even to assume - 
the form of an angel, ora man. ‘* Though no person,” he 
says, ‘‘is worthy to be called the Son of God, endeavour to be 
accomplished like his first-begotten logos, the most ancient 
angel, as being the archangel of many names ; for it is called 
the ἀρχὴ," (the beginning or principle,) “ the name of God, 
and the logos, and the man according to his image, and the 
seer of Israel. For if we are not worthy to be called the 
sons of God, let us be so of his eternal image, the most 
holy logos; for this most ancient logos is the image of 
God.” 

Philo supposed that it was this divine logos that had its 
place between the cherubim in the Holy of Holies, but was 
there invisible. Having described the propitiatory and the 


in Origen, and the other Christian fathers, should be informed that it is not peculiar 
to them, nor did it originate with them. Pailo is as extravagant as any of them in 
the scope that he gave to his imagination in this way. (P.) 

is Λογος δὲ ες ιν εἴκων Oe, OF bv συμπαᾶς ὃ κόσμιος Edyusepyerto. De Monarchia, p. 523. 
(P.) 
+ Tov δὲ aoparoy καὶ vontoy ὕειον λόγον, καὶ es λόγόν, εἰκόνῶ Aeyes Θεθ. Καὶ taviys 
Emova τὸ γοηον φως εχεινο, 6 Tew Avys γεγόνεν, εἰκὼν Te διερμηνευσωνος τὴν γένεσιν ALTE. 
Καὶ esiy ὑπερεράνιος asnp, wyyn τῶν αισισηΐων acepov. Ἣν ex ὡπὸσκοπϑ χἄλεσειεν ay 
τις ταναυγειον, a’ ἧς ὃ ἥλιος και ἡ σεληνὴ καὶ δὶ αλλοι ταλανη]ες τε καὶ «πλάνεις ἄρνονται 
χκαΐ᾽ ὅσον inxacw δυναμις, ta πρρεπονῖω φείγη. De Mundi Opificio, p. 6. (1) 

1 Κἀν μηδέπω μέντοι τυγχανῃ τις ἀξιοχρεως ὧν viog @ee τπροσαγυρευεσῖῦαι, σπεδαζε 
κοσμεισῆδαι κατὰ τὸν πρωτόγονον αὐτῷ λογύν, τὸν ἀγἴελον wperbrialov, ὡς apyayleruy 
“πολυώνυμον ὕπαρχοντῶ, καὶ YAP ἀρχή», Kab ὄνομα Ose, καὶ λογίθ», καὶ ὃ κατ᾽ εἰκονῶὼ 
ave pwmos, και ὅρων Ἰσραὴλ πτροσαγορευεται. Kas yop εἰ μήπω κανοι Oce-weudes νομιζεσίσαι 
γεγόναμεν, αλλα τοι τῆς αἰἴδὲθ εἰκονος ὥὐτϑ Asya Te ἱερωτατθ. Θεβ yap εἴκων, λόγος ὃ 
πρεσξυτατος. De Confusione Linguarum, p. 341. (P.) 
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cherubim, he says, that ‘“ the divine logos is above these, 
having no visible form, as not falling under the senses ; but 
is the express image of God, the oldest of all intelligible 
things, and there is no medium between it and the supreme 
power.” He then compares it to the charioteer, acting by 
the command of the person who is carried in the car. * 

Calling God, the Father, he calls the logos the Son. 
Having spoken of the high priest as standing before the 
Holy of Holies with his breast-plate, which represented the 
logos, he says, it was necessary that he who officiated as 
priest to the Father of the world, should have his most 
accomplished Son as an advocate. t+ 

Having represented the Supreme Being in the character 
of a shepherd and a king, ordering and conducting all the 
parts of nature, earth, water, fire, plants, animals, the 
heavenly bodies, &c., he describes the logos as his jirst- 
begotten Son, superintending all these things, as an officer 
under him, and likewise as the angel that God told Moses 
he would send before him. ¢ 

The Platonists having been used to call the world the 
child or son of God, Philo calls it, with respect to the logos, 
the younger son; this being the object of the senses, the 
other being perceived by the mind only, and as the older 
son, remaining with the Father. 

We likewise find this dogos dignified with the appellation 
of god; but to distinguish him from the Supreme God, lie 
says, that the latter is known by the term God with the 
article prefixed to it, dhe God ; whereas the.logos, like other 
inferior gods, is only called God, without the article. Speak- 


* Ὁ δ᾽ ὑπερανω relay λογὸς ἥειος, εἰς ὁραΐὴην ex ἡλῖδεν Wea, dre μήηδενι των κατ᾽ aio 
ow ἐμφερῆς wv, ad avios εἰκων ὑπαρχων Oce, των νοητων ἁπαξαπανίων ὃ ττρεσξυαῖος, 
ὃ eylvialw, μηδενὸς ονῖος μιεΐδορι διας-ημαῖος, τὸ pove ὃ ἐστιν ἁψευδως αφιδρυμιενος" λεγεῖαι 
yap λαλήσω σοι ἀνωθεν τὸ ἵἱλαςηριβ ava μέσον τῶν δυοῖν χερθξιμ, WoT ἡνιοχον μεν εινωι 
τῶν δυναμεων τὸν λόγον, exoxov de τὸν λαλϑνῖα επιχκελευομενον τῳ ἡνιόχῳ τὰ apes ορϑην 
τῷ wavlos ἡνιοχησιν. De Profugis, p. 465. (P.) See Doddridge ow John i. 8, 
Note (c). 

+ Tes ems τῶν ςερνων δωδεκα Midas ex τρίων Kata Tetlapas τοιχϑς, Te συνεχόνῖος καὶ 
iornevlos Aoye τὸ συμπᾶν τὸ λογιον" avayKasy yup ν τὸν ἱερωμιενον τῷ τῷ χοσμιϑ ταῖρι» 
παρακληΐῳ χρησῖαι τελειοίαϊῳ τὴν apelqy vip, τρος τε αμνης ειαν ὡμαρ]ημιαΐων, καὶ χρρηγιᾶς 
aprovwlaleoy ἀγαθων. De Vita Mosis, L. iii. Opera, p. 678. (.) 

1 Καθαπερ yap τινὰ “ποιμνὴν, γὴν, nar ὕδωρ, καὶ Hepa, καὶ DUP, Kas ὅσα EV TATOLG φυτα 
τεαὺ και Cou, TH μὲν ὥνητα, ciel οὐ ἥρας ετι ἧς pave φυσιν, και ἥλιδ καὶ σελήνης περίοδος, 
καὶ των αλλων ἀςέρων Thomas τε αὖ καὶ χρρειας εναρμόνιος, ὡς ττοιμὴν καὶ βασιλευ: ὁ Θεὸς 
ἄγει κατὰ δικὴν καὶ νομὸν, τπρος-σώμιενος τὸν ορῶδον αὐτϑ λόγον wpwroyovey ὗιον, ὃς τὴν 
ἐπιμέλειαν τῆς ἱερας ταυΐης ὠγελῆς, δια τι μεγαλθ Pacihews ὕπαρχος διαδεξεται" καὶ yap 
εἰρηται we ibe eyw ἀποςελω ἀγζελον pe εἰς πρόσωπον ce τῷ φυλαξαι σε εν τῇ ὅδῳ. De 
Agricultura, p. 105. (P.) 

§ Ὁ μεν yap κόσμος GuT@» vewrepos vig Oca, Gre ascsntO- wy τὸν yup wperburepov 
Tete ουδενα eve’ vont@» δ᾽ εκεινος, wpecbewy δ᾽ ἀξιωσας, wap’ ἑαυτῳ KaTapevery δι- 
evoqyy. On the Immutability of God. Opera, ρ. 2908. (Ρ.) 
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ing of the God who appeared to Abraham, he says, ‘“ The 
true God is one, but those who are figuratively so called are 
many ; wherefore the sacred word on this occasion distin- 
guishes the true God by the article, I am the God, but he 
that is so called figuratively without the article; he that 
appeared to thee in the place, not of the God, but only of 
God. For here he gives the name of God to his most 
ancient logos, not being solicitous about the name, but 
respecting the end which he proposed.” * 

Philo, notwithstanding his Platontsm, was so much a 
Jew, that he ascribed proper creation to God the Father 
only, and the forming of created matter to the Jogos. “‘ God,” 
says he, ‘who made all things, not only made them to 
appear, but produced what was not before, being not only a 
former but a creator.” + But of the logos, (according to the 
likeness of which man was made,) he says, that ‘ he, being 
produced, imitating his Father, and regarding his patterns, 
reduced things into form.” + 

It might be imagined that the Divine Being, by the emis- 
sion of this dogos in so substantial a form, would be deprived 
of some of his proper power; but to this, PAz/o would pro- 
bably have replied, that this second God was only like a lamp 
lighted at the original fountain of light, which did not dimi- 
nish its substance or splendour. For he does apply this 
comparison (which is so commonly used by the early Chris- 
tian fathers) to the case of Moses, whose spirit God is said 
to take from him, in order to impart it to the seventy-two 
elders. ‘‘ This,” he says, ‘is not to be understood as if he 
suffered any loss thereby, but it was like the lighting of one 
torch by another, which is not diminished by that means, 
though ten thousand be lighted by it.”§ Or he might have 
supposed that the loss sustained by the emission of the logos 
was only temporary, because he thought that the emission 
of the dogos only resembled the emission of light from the 
sun, which was afterwards drawn into its source again. 

*O μεν αληδειᾳ Θεὸς, big eciv' δι δ᾽ ev κα]ωχρήσει γενόμενοι, wees’ O10 καὶ 6 bepog λόγος 
εν τῷ τσαρον]ι τὸν μεν ἀληθειᾳ Sia Te apps μεμήνυκεν, εἰπων. Ἔγω εἰμι ὃ Θεὸς" τὸν δὲ xala- 
χρήσει χωρις aprpe φάσκων, 6 οφθεις σοι ev τόπῳ, οὐ Te Wee, ἀλλῶ αὐτὸ μόνον, See, Kare 
δὲ τὸν ὕεον τὸν wpecbutatoy αὐτϑ νυν; λόγον, ov δεισιδαιμονων wept τὴν ὅεσιν τῶν ονοματων" 
aAN εν τελος Mpocederpevos τραγμωτολογησει. De Somniis, p. 599. (P.) 

+ Ὃ Θεὸς ta wavla γεννησῶς ov μόνον εἰς τ᾽ eaves ἡγαγεν, aha καὶ οὗ WpoTEpoy aK 
ἦν, ἐποιήσεν, ov δημιέργος μόνον, WAAa καὶ χτις-ης aviog ων. Ibid. Ρ. 577. (P.) 

{ Ὁ γεννηθεις μενῆοι μιμδμενος tas τα warpos δες wpos wapaderypala ὠρχεῖυπα exewe 
βλεπων, ἐμορφϑ ειἰδη. De Confusione Linguarum, Ρ. 829, 0.) - 

§ Λεγεῖαι yap, ὅτι αφελω amo Te πνευμαᾶτος Te ET COL, και επιϑησω Em τὲς ἑξδομηκονῖα 
wpecbuiepas’ αλλα᾿ μη νομισῃς Slo τὴν αφαιρεσιν Kata ἀποκοπὴν και διαζευξιν γινεσίσαι;, 


αλλα δια γενοιτ᾽ ay ἀποσυρος, ὁ κἀν μυριας δᾳδας εξωψῃν reves μηδοῖιεν ελωτῆωδεν εν ὁμοιῳ. 
De Gigantibus, p. 287. (PD 
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According to Philo, angels are nothing more than this 
divine logos ; so that he could not consider them as having 
a permanent being. Speaking of Hagar, he says, ‘‘ She was 
met by an angel, which is the Jogos of God, advising her to 
return to her mistress, and encouraging her.”** And treat- 
ing of the migration of Abraham, he says, “ He that follows 
God must of necessity make use of the attending ogoz, which 
are commonly called angels.” + 

Thus it is evident, that PAzlo made a much more sub- 
stantial personification of the divine dogos than any of the 
proper Platonists had done; and it is very possible, that by 
the perusal of kis writings, the Christian fathers, to whom 
they could not be unknown, might be led to their still more 
enlarged system of personification. As Philo had repre- 
sented the divine /ogos as being the immediate agent in all 
the communications of God to the patriarehs, they had 
nothing to do beside making this /ogos to be the same with 
Christ, and their scheme was very nearly completed. But 
Philo himself was far from imagining that the dogos had 
any more relation to the Messtah than to any other prophet. 
According to him, it was the medium of the Divine com- 
munications with the prophets, but was never supposed to 
reside with any of them, and much less to be inseparably 
attached to them, or to animate them. The Jogos was still a 
divine influence or efflux, apprehended to be something belong- 
ing to the Divine Being, though occasionally emitted from 
him, and drawn into him again, when the purpose for which 
it had been emitted was answered. Where Philo ended 
the doctrine of personification, that of the Christian fathers 
began. The difference was, that, whereas Philo thought the 
emission of the dogos to be oceasional, and to assume various 
forms, particularly that of angels, the Christian fathers 
thought it to be uniform and permanent, and interpreted it 
of Christ only. 

But the first Christians who adopted this opinion of the 
emission of a divine /ogos or efflux went very little farther 
than Philo, saying, as Justin Martyr explains their opinion, 
that this Jogos, which had been that which appeared to 
Moses and the patriarchs, in the form of a luminous cloud, 


* Σημειον be, το ὑπανῖᾳν avin αλίελον Vesey λόγον, & χρὴ Wapasverovta, Kas ὕφη- 
γήσομενον exavode τῆς εἰς τὸν δεσποινῆς o1mov, ὃς καὶ Sapovywy φησιν, Emquece κυριος 
τῇ ταπεινώσει os, ἦν ete dia φοξον εἐσχες, ate dia μισος. De Profugis, p. 451. (P.) 

+ Ὁ be ἐπόμενος Θεῳ, κατά τ᾽ ἀγώγκαιον συνοδοιποροις χρήται τοις aKohavors αὐτῷ λόγοις» 
ὃς ονομαζειν εἶδος αἴγελεςς De Migratione Abrahami, p. 415. (P.) 
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or glory, which had sometimes assumed the form of a man, 
and constituted what are called angels, was likewise in 
Jesus Christ, and enabled him to work miracles, &c. Since, 
however, according to their opinion, ‘nothing was emitted 
from God but what he could at pleasure draw into himself 
again, just as a beam of light was supposed to go out of the 
sun, and go back to its source, (without indeed being ever 
separated from it,) they who held it were properly pAzloso- 
phical Unitarians ; and this is the opinion that is ascribed 
to Marcellus of Ancyra, and other acknowledged Unitarians 
of early times. Athenagoras held this doctrine with respect 
to the Holy Spirit, though he followed Justin Martyr in 
supposing that, after the emission of the Jogos, before the 
creation of the world, it always remained a person, distinct 
from the Father, and constituted the Son or Christ. 

With respect to the Jews, it is evident that, in general, 
they did not use the term Jogos in the Platonic sense, but 
as synonymous to God, or the mere token or symbol of the 
Divine presence. The Chaldee paraphrasts often use the 
term xonn, mumra, which may be translated Jogos or word, 
as, Gen. i. 27: ‘* The word of the Lord created man,” instead 
of ““ God created man.” * Gen. ix. 12: ““ This is the token 
of the convenant which I make between my word and you,” 
instead of ““ between me and you.” But that, in the ideas 
of these writers, the word of a person was merely synonymous 
to Aimself, is evident from their application of the same 
phraseology to man. Thus the same paraphraser says, 
(Numb. xv. 89.) ‘A certain man.said zn his word, I will 
go forth and gather sticks on the Sabbath-day ;”” when he 
could only mean that he said to himself, or purposed in his 
own mind. Eccles. i. 2: ““ Solomon said in his word, Vanity 
of vanities,” &c. 2 Sam. ili. 15,16: ‘* Phaltiel put a sword 
between his word and Michal, the daughter of Saul,” that is, 
between himself and Michal.t 


* See Bishop Pearson in Lindsey's Sequel, 1776, p. 380. 

+ As is justly observed by Mr. Lindsey, in the Sequel to his Apology, p. 381. 
(P.) Mr. Lindsey there refers to “ Nye on the Trinity, p, 121,” and adds, 

**Tn all the examples of the use of this phrase, cited by Ben Mordecai and Allix, 
(except Psalm cx. 1, and perhaps another exception,) for word, or word of Jehovah, 
put self, or himself, and you will have the true sense of the paraphrase, as well as 
of the Hebrew text. 

“1 shall barely mention one objection against the interpretation of this para- 
phrastic language, Mimra Jehovah, the word of Jehovah, signifying Christ, which 
is this. How is it credible, that these Targumists should use this phrase as descrip- 
tive of another being or person, by whom God made all things, and who was at 
the same time their Messiah; and yet should always maintain that Jehovah, the 
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Phraseology similar to this is used in the book called the 
Wisdom of Solomon ; when the author, describing the plagues 
of Egypt, says, (chap. xviii. 15, 16,) “Thine Almighty word 
leaped down from heaven, out of thy royal throne, as a fierce 
man of war, into the midst of destruction, and brought thine 
unfeigned commandment, as a sharp sword, and, standing up, 
filled all things with death ; and it touched the heavens, but 
it stood upon the earth.” But that this is only a figurative 
description of the power of God, reaching from heaven to 
earth, is evident from the language of the whole chapter, 
where those plagues are ascribed to God, and to no other 
being whatever: chap. xix.9: ‘ For they went at large, 
praising thee, O Lord, who hadst delivered them.” 


one supreme God, was sole creator of all things; and should never in general look 
upon their Messiah in any other light but as their future great prophet, whom they 


expected to be of David's family, and born as other men are?” Sequel, pp. 381, 
382, 


BOOK II. 


CONTAINING THE HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
FHE TRINITY. 


CHAPTER IT. : 
Of Christian Platonism. 


Havine shewn what were the boasted principles of the 
Platonic school, az held by Plato himself, by his followers 
about the time of the Christian era, and by Philo; let us 
now see what use was made of them by the philosophizing 
Christians, many of whom were educated in the Platonic 
school of Alexandria. * Absurd and confused as the system 
must appear to us at this day, it should be considered that 
it was the only philosophy that was in vogue at the time of 
the promulgation of Christianity ; so that persons of a liberal 
education could not well be supposed to adopt any other. 
In that age, the chief subject of deliberation was the choice 
of a master in philosophy ; and though those who then gave 
lectures at Alexandria, claimed the privilege of selecting 
what they thought proper from the systems of all the philo- 
sophers, and on that account called themselves Eclecties, ¢ 
the different doctrines were so discordant, that it was not 
much of any of them that could be adopted into any other. 

Accordingly, we find that, with respect to every thing of 
much consequence, such as the doctrine concerning God, 
the maker and governor of the world, and the first principles 
of all things, the philosophers of Alexandria were, or pre- 
tended to be, wholly Platonzséts. And it must be allowed 
that, compared with other systems, there were many things 
exceedingly specious in the doctrine of Plato, and such as 
would render it peculiarly captivating to religious and pious 
persons, who were shocked with the principles of Arzstot/e, 
as leading to Atheism, and who revolted at the rigour of the 


‘ 


* See Mosheim, E. H. Cent. ii. Pt. ii, Ch. i. Sect. iv.—vi. 1758, I. pp. 186, 137. 
+ See ibid. Sect. viii. pp. 139, 140. 
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Stoics, but were charmed with the sublimely of Plato. Also, 
the air of mystery which accompanied his doctrine would not 
perhaps, upon the whole, lesson the favourable impression 
which it was calculated to make upon the mind. 

The things which most struck the Christians in Platonism 
were the doctrine of one God, a being of perfect goodness, 
that of his universal providence, that of the soul, and its 
immortality, and that of the improvement of the mind con- 
sisting in its resemblance to God, and a kind of union with 
him. These things pleased the Christians so much, that 
they persuaded themselves that P/aéo had actually borrowed 
them from the writings of Moses, with which they said he 
might have been acquainted during his residence in Egypt, 
or in his travels in the East. Justen Martyr, and others of 
the fathers, insist much upon this. It was on account of 
this supposed resemblance between Platonism and the 
doctrine of the Scriptures, that this philosophy was thought 
to be the best preparation for the study of Christianity ; and 
that it was even imagined that it was given to the world by 
a particular providence, as introductory to the Christian 
dispensation. ‘ The Greek philosophy,” says Clemens 
Alexandrinus, ‘“‘ cleanses the mind and prepares it for the 
reception of faith, on which truth builds knowledge.” * 
Other. extracts will be given from this writer hereafter, 
which will more clearly shew what his ideas on this subject 
were. 

That Christians were really struck with the principles of 
Platonism above-mentioned, is not a matter of conjecture 
only, but appears clearly in their writings. Mnucius Felix 
says, that, ‘‘ according to Plato’s Timzus, God is the parent 
of the world, the author of the soul, and the maker of things 
in heaven and earth. It is nearly,” says he, ““ the same 
doctrine with our own.’ + Tertullian says, that ‘“ Plato’s 
philosophy considers God as caring for all things, as an 
arbiter and judge.” + Jreneus says, that ““ Plato was more 
religious than the heretics, in that he acknowledged the 
same God to be just and good, omnipotent, and a judge.” § 


* Φιλοσοφια de ἡ Ἑλληνική, διον wponaauper και wpoeriler τὴν ψυχὴν εἰς παραδοχὴν 
Wisens, ep ἢ τὴν γνωσιν εἐποικοδομιει ἡ αληΐϑεια. Strom. L.vii. Opera, ρ. 710. (0) 

+ “ Platoni itaque in Timeeo Deus est ipso suo nomine mundi parens, artifex 
anime, ccelestium terrenorumque fabricator. Eadem feré et ista que nostra sunt.” 
Sect. xix. Ὁ. 96. (P.) δὰ . 

} “ Platonici quidem, curantem rerum, et arbitrum, et judicem.” Ad Nationes, 
Sect. ii. Opera, p- 54. (P.) 

§ “ Quibus religiosior Plato ostenditur, qui eundem Deum et justum, et bonum, 
confessus est, habentem potestatem omnium, ipsum facientem judicium.” [0 iii. 
C. xlv. p. 269. (P.) 
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Clemens Alexandrinus commends Plato as “ having made 
the end of man to be to resemble God, whereas the Stoics 
said that it was to live according to nature.” * Orzgen also 
commends Plato as having made happiness to consist in the 
greatest likeness to God possible. + Justin Martyr speaks 
of Plato as teaching that the world was made by the word 
of God, out of the things that Moses spake of, meaning 
probably the chaos, ¢ and that the soul of man is immortal. ὃ 

The Christian writers, however, are ready enough to 
acknowledge that they did not adopt the principles of Plato 
indiscriminately. Oregen says, that “in some things philo- 
sophy agrees with the law of God, and in other things is 
contrary to it; for many of the philosophers say that there 
is one God, who made all things; and some of them have 
added, that God made and governs all things by his word.” || 
‘‘In saying that all things were made and disposed by God,” 
Justin Martyr says, ‘“‘ we agree with Plato, and in respect to 
the conflagration, with the Stoics.” J And ina later period, 
when it was perceived that the heretics availed themselves of 
the principles of Plato, some of the orthodox fathers were 
sensible of their mischievous tendency. Thus Jerome says, 
“The vain words of the philosophers, which in the doctrines 
of Plato, kill the infants of the church, are turned into divine 
vengeance and blood to them.” ** 

We have the most direct evidence of some of the most 
distinguished writers among the Christians being charmed 
with the doctrines of Plato, but especially Justen Martyr, 
who seems to have been the first who applied the principles 
of that philosophy to the advancement of the personal dignity 
of Christ, and to enlarge his sphere of action in the world. 


* Ἐντέυδεν δὲ μὲν Lwinot, τὸ TEAS τῆς φιλοσοφιῶς, τὸ ἀκολδθως τῇ poe Coy, EIpyxacs. 
Πλαΐων δε, ὁμοίωσιν Θεῳν ὡς ev τῷ δευερῳ πταρες σαμεν Σ]ρωμαῖι.. Strom. L. ν. p. 504. 
(P.) 


+ Τὴν δὲ εὐδαιμονίαν εἰναι φησιν ὁμοιωσιν Θεῳ, κατὰ to δυνατον. Philocalia, p. 127. 


{ ‘Ase λογῳ Gea ex τῶν ὑποκειμένων καὶ τοροδηλωθενῆων δια Μωσεως γεγενησδαι τὸν 
τανταὰ κόσμον, και Πλάτων, καὶ δι ταυῆα λεγονἾες, και ἥμεις ἐμαομεν, καὶ ὕμεις πεισΐδηναι 
δυνασχε. Apol.i. p. 86. (P.) 

§ Καὶ μεν Πλάτων, ψυχη waca adaval@y, κεκρώγε λεγων. Ad Grecos, p.7. (P.) 

|| ““ Philosophia enim neque in omnibus legi Dei contraria est, neque in omnibus 
consona. Multi enim philosophorum unum esse Deum, qui cuncta creaverit, 
scribunt. In hoc consentiunt leges Dei. Aliquanti etiam hoc addiderunt, quod 
Deus cuncta per verbum suum et fecerit, et regat, et verbum Dei sit quo cuncta 
moderentur.” Opera, I. p. 46. (P.) ; 

4 Τῳ yap λέγειν ἥμας ὕπο Oee wayra κεκοσμεισδαι καὶ γεγενησαι, Πλάτωνος δοξομεν 
λέγειν Soya’ τῷ δὲ ἐκπύρωσιν yeverdat, Στωικῶν. Apol. i p. 31. (P.) 

** « Vana philosophorum verba, que in doctrinis Piatonicis ecclesiz parvulos 
interimebant, in ultionem divinam illis conversa est, et in cruorem.” In Ps, Ixxvii. 
Opera, VII. p.97. (P.) 
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Marks of Jusézn’s fondness for this philosophy appear in 
many parts of his writings; and is not to be wondered at, 
as he had been addicted to it before he came to be a Chris- 
tian. * He says, “* The notion of incorporeal things, and 
the doctrine of ideas, charmed me.” + What mischief was 
done to the Christian system by this doctrine of ¢deas will 
presently appear. 

Athenagoras taught the Platonic philosophy, in public, at 
Alexandria, and almost all the eminent writers among the 
Christians, of that and the following age, are well known 
either to have been educated there, or to have acquired a 
fondness for the philosophy that was taught both there and 
at Athens at the same time. 

Austin, speaking of the principles of Plato, says, that 
‘‘ by changing a few words and sentences, the Platonists 
would become Christians, as many of those of later times 
have done.” t{ He says, that ““ he learned in some books 
of the Platonists, translated into Latin, though not in so 
many words, the doctrine of the Logos, as contained in the 
introduction to the Gospel of John; that it was with God, 
and was God, and that the world was made by it, &c. but 
not the doctrine of the incarnation.” § 

I am ready enough to join with these Christian writers 
in their admiration of many things in the philosophy of 
Plato, compared with other systems existing at the same 
time, and wish that they could be detached from the rest 
of the system, in which there is so much confusion and 
absurdity, as I have clearly pointed out. But, unhappily, 
these admirers of Plato carried their admiration much too far ; 
and as we have seen, in the case of Justzn and Austin, were 
more particularly struck with that very part of this system, 
namely, that concerning the doctrine of zdeas, and the Divine 


* Kas yap dures eyw τοις MAatavO» χαιρων didayyacr. Apol. II. p.127. (P.) 

+ Καὶ με ἥρει σφοῦρα ἡ των ἀσωμάτων νοησις, καὶ ἡ Sewpia τῶν Wey avertepa μοι τὴν 
φρόνησιν. Dial. Ρ. 141. (P.) 

1 “ Et paucis mutatis verbis atque sententiis Christiani fierent, sicut plerique 
recentiorum nostrorumque temporum Platonici fecerunt.” De Vera Religione, 
C.iv. Opera, I. p. 704. (P.) 

§ “ Procurasti mihi per quendam hominem immanissimo typho turgidum, quos- 
dam Platonicorum libros ex Greeca lingua in Latinam versos: et ibi legi: non 
quidem his verbis, sed hoc idem omnino multis et multiplicibus suaderi rationibus, 
quod in principio erat verbum, et verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat verbum; 
hoc erat in principio apud Deum, omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum 
est nihil quod factum est: in eo, vita est, et vita erat Jux hominum, et Jux in tene- 
bris lucet, et tenebrae eam non comprehenderunt.”’ Confess. Opera, I. p. 128. 

“ Item ibi legi quia Deus verbum non ex carne, non ex sanguine, non ex voluntate 
viri, mon ex voluntate carnis, sed ex Deo natus est. Sed quia verbum caro factum 
est, et habitavit in nobis non ibi legi.” Jbid. (P.) 
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intellect, nous or Jogos, in which the greatest darkness and 
absurdity belonging to it is found. The reason was, that 
this part of the system, having been previously adopted by 
Philo, furnished them with a pretence for representing their 
Master in a more reputable light than that of a mere man, 
who had no higher origin than being born in Judea. In 
what manner they availed themselves of the doctrine of 
Plato for this purpose, will be seen after I have represented 
what they imagined the principles of Plato, with respect to 
the Jogos and other things connected with it, to have been. 

I shall begin with observing, that even the Christian 
fathers do not uniformly represent the principles of Pla- 
tonism as very favourable to their doctrine of the personifi- 
cation of the Jogos. For sometimes they describe those 
principles as admitting of no more than one proper mend, 
and that belonging to the Supreme Being, or the first cause ; 
the second principle being nothing more than his ideas. 
ςς Plato’s three principles,” says Justin Martyr, “ἅτ God, 
and matter, and idea: God, the maker of all things; matter, 
which was prior to all production, and which furnished 
materials for it; and idea, the pattern of every thing that 
was made.” * Clemens Alexandrinus also says, that ““ Plato 
considered idea as the mind of God, the same that barbarians 
call the logos of God; + and observing that Plato speaks 
of one lawgiver, and one master of music, he says, that b 
this he taught that there is but one dogos and one God. +t 
Tertullian says, that “ according to Plato, ideas are invisible 
substances, incorporeal, supermundane, divine and eternal, 
the forms, patterns and causes of visible things, which are 
subject to the senses.” § Origen, if the Philosophumena 
be his, expresses this sentiment still more plainly: * The 
pattern,” says he, ‘“ is the mind of God, which he also calls 
dea, by attending to which in his mind, God made all 


* Te yap Πλαΐωνος τρεις apyas Te τσανῖος εἰναι λέγοντος, Θεὸν καὶ ὕλην καὶ εἰδίδ.»" Θεὸν 
μεν, τὸν WayTwy "ποιητήν᾽ ὕλην DE, τὴν ὑποκειμενὴν τῇ WPWTY TWY γεννωμενῶν γενέσει, KOE 
τὴν τροφασιν αὐτῷ τῆς δημιδργιας wapexsoay εἰδίδ)» de, To Exace τῶν γενομένων πσῶρα- 
δειγμα. Ad Grecos, p.7. (P.) 

+ Ἢ de Wee, evvonua re @ee, ὅπερ δι βαρξαροι λογὸν εἰρηκασι te Os. Strom. L. i. p. 
558. (P) 

1 Ὡς καὶ Πλάτων, ev τῷ πολιτικῷ, ἕνα τὸν νομοΐδεῆην φησιν" ev δὲ τοῖς νόμοις Eva τὸν 
συνεσοντα τῶν μδσικων᾽ δια TeTwy διδασκὼν τὸν λόγον εἰγῶι Eve, καὶ τὸν Θεὸν ἕνα. Ibid. 
L. i. p. 866. (P.) 

§ * Vult enim Plato esse quasdam substantias invisibiles, incorporales, super- 
mundiales, divinas, et zternas; quas appellat ideas, id est formas, exempla, et 
causas naturalium istorum manifestorum, et subjacentium corporalibus seusibus : 
et illas quidem esse veritates, haec autem imagines earum.” De Anima (Sect. xviil.), 
p. 276. (P.) 
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things.” * He also says, ‘* Plato’s three principles are God, 
matter, and the pattern.” + 

These appear to me to have been the genuine principles of 
Platonism, stripped of all figure; and thus understood, no 
harm could have resulted from them. But this plain state 
of things would not content the Christian philosophers ; as 
nothing could be made of it to favour their great purpose, 
namely to make something more of Christ than a mere man, 
whose existence commenced with his birth. They soon 
began to dwell more on the personification of the divine 
nous or logos (which was originally conceived to be nothing 
more than a storehouse of ideas) than the Platonists them- 
selves had ever done; and they took an evident pleasure in 
giving this turn to the principles of Platonism. Indeed, 
Plato’s doctrines had always been variously interpreted, as 
Origen has observed. ‘ How can he,” says he, ‘“ pretend 
to know every thing of Péato, when his interpreters differ so 
much among themselves?” Φ Platonism, therefore, being 
capable of various constructions, it was natural for the 
Christian fathers to give it that dress which best suited their 
purpose. 

Justin Martyr, the first of the platonizing Christians, did 
not content himself with that plain and just account of the 
principles of Platonism, which has been described above, 
though he does not seem to ascribe so much to Plato as 
others did. He says, that “" Plato learned from Moses what 
he called a third principle, viz. the spirit, (which, 
Moses said, moved upon the face of the waters,) for he gives 
the second place to the logos, which was with God, and the 
third to the spirit, which is said to have moved upon the 
waters.” § 

There is more of personification in the following account 
of the principles of Plato by Tertullian: ‘* We have said 
that God formed the world by his word, reason, and power. 
According to your philosophers, also, the /ogos, that is, the 
sermo and ratio, was the maker of the universe. Zeno calls 


* To δὲ τταραδειγμα τὴν διανοιαν Te ce εἰναι, ὃ καὶ ἰδεαν καλει, διον εἰκονισματι TPO 
σεχων ev TH ψυχῃ ὃ Θεὸς τα σαντα edyusepyet. Philosophumena, p. 110. (}.) 

ἡ Πλατῶων apyas εἰναι te σαντος Θεὸν καὶ ὕλην χαι πιαραδειγμα. Ibid. p.108. (P.) 

t H ϑαρῥησει, ὅτι wavra ode τα Πλατωνος" τοσϑῆων ecwy διαφωνιων καὶ wapa τοις 
διηήγθμενοις avta; In Celsum, L.i.p.11. (P.) 

§ Και τὸ evresy αὐτὸν τριτον, ἐπειδὴ, ὡς προείπομεν, ἐπάνω τῶν ὕδατων aveyyw ὑπο Μω- 
σεὼς εἰρήμενον επιφερεσῦαι τὸ τὸ ee πνευμα᾽ δευλεραν μὲν yap χωρᾶν τῷ Wapa Bev λογῳ, 
ὃν χεχιασῖαι ev τῷ ταν! εφη, διδωσι" τὴν καὶ τριτὴν, TH λέχθεντι επιφερεσαι τῳ ὕδατι 


πνεύματι, εἰπὼν. Apol.i.p. 87. (P.) 
VOL. VI. 2A 
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him the person that formed all things. The same which is 
called fate and God, and the mend of Jupiter, and the neces- 
sity of all things.” * Origen says, the Brachmans acknow- 
ledged the dogos for a God. + 

Constantine, commending the doctrine of Plato, says, 
that ““ besides the principal God, he made a second God, 
subservient to him, being two in number, but both one in 
perfection; the substance of the second god being derived 
from that of the principal one, and being the immediate 
maker and governor of all things, + subject to the order of 
the first, and referring the origin of all things to him. The 
logos himself being God, is likewise the Son of God. For 
what other appellation besides that of Son can be given 
him without great impiety? For he who is the Father of 
all, is justly called the Father of his own logos. So far 
Plato thought justly.” § 

Thus it should seem, that as Christians advanced in their 
doctrine of the personification of the Logos, they ascribed 
it to Plato with more confidence than those who had gone 
before them. ‘ You speak,” says Austin, “ of a Father and 
his Son, whom you call the Divine intellect or mind, and 
the middle principle between these, by whom we suppose 
you mean the Holy Spirit; and, after your manner, you call 


* « Jam ediximus Deum universitatem hanc mundi verbo et ratione et virtute 
molitum. Apud vestros quoque sapientes, AOTON, id est, sermonem atque rationem 
constat artificem videri universitatis.s Hunc enim Zeno determinat factitatorem, 
qui cuncta in dispositione formaverit. Eundem et fatum vocari, et Deum, et 
animum Jovis, et necessitalem omnium rerum.” Apol. Sect. xxi. p. 19. (PJ 
See Reeves, I. p. 256. 

t AAW ecw avroig OCG» Koy». Philosophumena, p. 159. 

Teloy δὲ τὸν λογον, ὃν Θεὸν ovouatecw. Ibid. p. 164. (P.) 

1 “The Doctor's version refers these characters to him whom Plato calls the 
second God, and whose substance, he says, ‘‘is derived from the principal one.” 
I am inclined to think that, according to the Greek of this quotation, they ought 
rather to be referred to the principal one, whom Plato styles 6 πρωΐ», εξ ou ὃ 
devted@e ΘείΘ» exer τὴν ὕπαρξιν τῆς vara. ὋὉ dyusepyOr και διοικηης των ὅλων is here 
marked out by a character which must in strict propriety belong to the principal 
one, δηλονοτι ὑπεραναξεθηκως, that is, as | understand it, and so I find Valeszus trans- 
lates it, being transcendent in dignity; and it seems to be expressly distinguished 
from 6 μετ᾽ exeivov, τῶις exeive (Te wewre) τπρος-αξεσιν ὕπδργησας. When the vec is 
spoken of as the immediate creator, προσεχὴς is often added to express this idea. 
See quotation from Cyril, and the quotation from the same page.’’ Amnon. See 
supra, pp. 101, 102, Note. 

ὃ ‘Yrelake de τϑήῳ καὶ Sevrepoy’ καὶ δυο eoras τῳ ἀαριθμῳ διειλε, pias Bons τῆς ὠμφοῆερων 
τελειότητος, τῆς TE δσιᾶας TB devtepe Θεϑ τὴν ὕπαρξιν εχβσὴς EK TS ρωτϑ' AVTOG yop Eciy 
ὃ Onpsepyoc, καὶ διοικη]ης τῶν ὅλων, δηλονοῖ, ὑπεραναξεθηκως" ὃ δὲ ET ἐκεινον ταις ἔκεινθ 
προςαάξεσιν ὑπεργήσας, ΤῊν ailiay τῆς τῶν maviwy συςάσεως εἰς EKELVOY AVATEIATEEL. 

ὋὉ δὲ Aoyas αὐτὸς Θεὸς wy, αὐτὸς τυΐχανει nar Ose ταις" τοῖον yap ay τις ὁνομῶ αὐτῷ 
περιΐιθεις wapa τὴν προσηγορίαν Te waides, Bk ἂν τὰ Meira εξαμαρίανοι , ὃ γὰρ τοι τῶν 
πάντων warnp, καὶ Te die Aoys δικαίως ἂν watyp νομίζοιτο, Μέεχρι μεν ev tele Πλαώτων 
σωῴρων yv. Oratio, C. ix. p. 684. (P.) 
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them three Gods.” * But it has been seen that what the 
Platonists generally meant by the son, or the child, was the 
visible world. 

However, the later Christian writers had no more doubt 
about the principles of P/ato than about their own, and it 
is remarkable, how very nearly they make them approach to 
each other. (γι of Alexandria asserts, that ‘* Plato says, 
it is plain that the first God is immoveable, but the second, 
on the contrary, isin motion. The first is employed about 
intelligible things, the second about things intelligible and 
sensible.” + Again he says, ‘ Plato calls the supreme God 
the good, and says that nous, the immediate maker of the 
world, sprung from him, the first God being immoveable. 
He also introduces a third, viz. the soul, by which he says 
every thing was moved and animated.” ¢ 

Lastly, in his account of the principles of Plato, after 
speaking of the good, he says, ““ From him is generated nous, 
(which is perfected by the contemplation of him,) whom 
they call a second God, and the maker of the world. Him 
they make subordinate, and place in the second rank. The 
third they make the soul of the world, which had nothing 
from itself, but is made more divine by its relation to the 
nous, and stronger with respect to its quickening power.” § 
He says that “ Porphyry, explaining the doctrine of Plato, 
extends the Divine essence to three hypostases; the first 
being the Supreme Being, or the good; the second, the 
demiurgus ; and the third, the soul of the world, extending 
the divinity even to this principle.” || 

As the Christians were admirers of Platonism, so we find 


* « Pradicas patrem et ejus filium, quem vocas paternum intellectum seu mentem : 
et horum medium, quem putamus te dicere spiritum sanctum, et more vestro appellas 
tres Deos.” De Civitate Dei, L. x. C. xxix. Opera, V. p. 589. (P.) 

T Εἰσι δὲ ὅτοι δι Bios, ὃ nev wowile, ὁ δὲ devieps Θεϑ᾽ δηλον de ὅτι 6 μεν τορωτίῶ» Θεος erat 
εςως, 6 δὲ δευὔερος ἐμπαλιν ec Kivemevac* ὁ μὲν ὃν πτρωῖος, τσερι τῶ νοητα᾽ ὁ δὲ δευὔερος megs 
ta νοηα και αιἰσϑηία. Contra Julianum, L. iii. Juliant Opera, 11. p.98. (P.) 

1 ‘O γεν Πλάτων Θεὸν μὲν τὸν ayvwrate φησι τ᾽ ayasoy, εξ αυτϑ ye μὴν avarhaprbas ver, 
καὶ τεῖον εἰναι τὸν ττρόσεχη τῷ χύσμῳ δημίθργον, οντος καὶ εν αἀκινησιᾷ τ πρωΐ" και τριΐην 
εἰσφερει ψυχην, ὑφ᾽ ἧς τα ττανῖα κινεισῦαι Te καὶ ἐψυχωσῆαι φησι. Ibid. L. iv. II. 
Ῥ. 147. (P.) 
ο΄ ᾧ Teo δὲ εἰναι φασι τ᾽ αγαῖδον εξ avre γε μὴν γενεσῦαι γθν, τῇ woos avioy δεωριᾳ 

τελειθμενον, ὃν δὴ καὶ δευΐερον ονομαζεσι Θεὸν, καὶ woorexy τὰ note δημεθργον" καὶ τοῖον 
ὑποξιξαζοσι, καὶ ev δευΐερᾳ taker τα wpwle κααλογιζον]αι" καὶ μὴν καὶ τριΐην λογοποιθσι, 
τῷ noone ψυχην, οἰκυθεν μὲν To aoliws exe λάχβσαν edaphic, σχέσει γε μὴν τῇ πρὸς Tov 
Kpestlova vey ϑειοίεραν ἀποϊελθμενήν, καὶ τῦρος ye τὸ δυνασῖζαι ζωοποιειν ἐρῥωμενες-εραν. 
Ibid. L. viii. Il. p. 270. (}.) : 

ἢ Πορφυριος γαρ φησι, Πλατωνῷ» exlisenevos δοξαν, αχρι τριῶν ὑποςασεῶν, τὴν Te Sea 
προελῆδειν eovay’ εἰναι be τὸν μὲν avolalw Θεὸν τ᾽ αγαΐδον" μετ᾽ αὐτὸν δὲ καὶ δευερον τὸν 
δημιθργον" Toil δε καὶ τὴν τῷ χόσμθ ψυχήν axor yap ψυχης» τὴν δειοηῖα προελδειν. 
Ibid. L. i. iL p- 34. He repeats the same, p. 271. (P.) 
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that some of the Platonists were admirers of that part of the 
Christian system which was formed after the model of Plato; 
and that they were particularly struck with the introduction 
to the Gospel of John, as interpreted by the Platonic Chris- 
tians, Basil, speaking of the first verses of John’s Gospel, 
says, that he knew many Heathen philosophers who admired 
them, and copied them into their own writings.” * Austin 
says, that a “ Platonic philosopher said that the introduction 
to John’s Gospel ought to be written in letters of gold, and 
hung up in all churches.” ¢ . Theodoret says that Plutarch, 
Numenius, and others, after the appearance of our Saviour, 
inserted in their own discourses many things from the Chris- 
tian theology. t 

Upon the whole, it must appear that, in representing the 
principles of Platonism, the Christian fathers leaned too 
much to the object which they had in view, and made more 
of the personification of the divine mous or logos than the 
Platonists themselves had ever done. The latter probably 
meant nothing more than a mere figure of speech, when they 
spake of the nous or Jogos as a person; but in the hands of 
the Christian fathers, it became a substantial second God, 
at first derived from the Supreme Being, dependent upon his 
will, and subject to his orders, but afterwards in all respects 
equal to himself. 


CHAPTER II. 


OF THE GENERATION OF THE Son FROM THE FATHER. 


SECTION I. 


The Doctrine of the Platonizing Fathers concerning the 
Generation of the Son, as the second Person in the Trinity, 
stated. 


We have seen what notions the Christian fathers enter- 
tained of the second principle, in what has been called the 


* Tavla cida πολλὲς καὶ τῶν εξω τῷ λογβ τῆς ἀλησειᾶς psya φρονδνίων emt σοφιᾳ 
κοσμιχη, και Ψαυμασανῖας, και τοις ἑαυΐων συνϊαγμάσιν εγκαίαλεξαι τολμησανίας. Hom. 
xvi. Opera, I. p. 482. (P.) ; 

+ * Quod initium sancti evangelii, cui nomen est secundum Joannem, quidam 
Platonicus,—Aureis literis conscribendum, et per omnes ecclesias in locis eminen- 
tissimis proponendum esse dicebat.” De Civitate Dei, L. x. C. xxix. Opera, V. 
p- 592. Ὁ 

t Και ἕϑερα δὲ πλειςαὰ εἰρηαι καὶ τεῳ, και Πλεαρχῳ, καὶ Newnvio, καὶ Tos arAais 
ὅσοι τῆς τϑῆων συμμοριας᾽ μετὰ yap δὴ τὴν τα Lolnpos ἥμων ἐπιφάνειαν ὅτοι γενόμενοι τῆς 
χριςιανικῆς Teoroyias worra rors οἰκείοις ὥνγεμιξαν λόγοις, De Grecis Affectibus, Disp. 
i. IV. p. 750, Ed. Lipsia. (P.) 
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Platonic Trinity, viz. the divine nous, or logos, which properly 
signifies the Divine mind, reason, or wisdom; that power by 
means of which God produced the visible world. This they 
considered as a real person, a second God, the son of the first 
God. There is much indistinctness and confusion in the 
doctrine of the Platonists themselves on this subject ; but 
all this confusion presently vanished in the eyes of the 
Christian fathers; who, seeing how excellently that hypo- 
thesis was calculated to answer their purpose of exalting 
the personal dignity of their Master, did not hesitate to 
maintain that this second principle, the attribute, and the 
only effective and operative attribute of the Divine Being, 
was that which actuated Jesus Christ, and might be said to 
be Christ. 

To complete this scheme, it was necessary that this opera- 
tive principle in the Deity, should assume proper substantial 
personality, because Jesus Christ always remained a proper 
person, as much as any other intelligent being, and is always 
to continue so. And they were much assisted in doing this, 
by the principles of Phz/o, which have been explained above, 
[187—193,] viz. that the divine Jogos could assume occa- 
sional personality, to answer particular purposes, and then 
be resorbed into the Divine Being again. For the thing 
itself being admitted to be posseble for a time, there was 
no great difficulty in supposing farther, that what had been 
temporary, might be perpetual; and therefore, that the 
logos, having been occasionally emitted from the Divine 
mind, and having had a proper power, and a proper sphere 
of action to itself, might for ever remain possessed of them, 
and be for ever attached to a real man, as it had been sup- 
posed to have been attached to what had the appearance of 
aman, and even to have eaten and drank like a man, in 
the intercourse with Abraham and the patriarchs. 

But the doctrine of the occasional emission of this divine 
principle preceded that of the permanent personality among 

hristians, and continued to be held by many persons after 
the latter came to be the received opinion. The first men- 
tion of this idea occurs in the writings of Justzn Martyr, who 
is likewise the first that can be proved to have adopted the 
doctrine of the permanent personality of the logos. He 
mentions it as an opinion which he did not approve; but 
it is remarkable, that he mentions it without any particular | 
censure, so that it could not have been considered as an 
heretical doctrine. 

The opinion that is described by Justin Martyr, was the 
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same that was held by Marcellus of Ancyra, and other 
learned Christians, who were properly enough ranked among 
Unitarians. For, according to them, the dogos was nothing 
more than a divine power, voluntarily emitted by the Supreme 
Being; and though in some sense detached from himself, 
was entirely dependent upon him, and taken into himself again 
at pleasure, when the purpose of its emission had been an- 
swered. On this scheme, the logos, it might have been 
said, would have been a person at the creation of the world, 
and again when it was employed in the Divine intercourse 
with the patriarchs, in the intervals of which it was de- 
prived of its personality, and that it recovered it again at the 
baptism of Christ; then, after assisting him to perform those 
things to which human power was unequal, was resorbed 
into the Divine Being again; just as a ray of light was, in 
those days, supposed to be drawn back into the sun, as the 
fountain of light, from which it had been emitted. | This 
doctrine, therefore, may be called Philosophical Unitari- 
anism, of which a farther account will be given hereafter. 
At present I shall only consider it as a step towards the 
doctrine of permanent personality, which probably com- 
menced with Justen Martyr, and what might contribute to 
render it more plausible. 

This doctrine would certainly appear less alarming to 
men of plain understanding ; for it could not be said, that, 
upon this principle, any new beg was introduced. Fora 
mere power, occasionally emitted, and then taken back again 
into its source, could not come under that description. 
Accordingly, it appears that Marcellus, who held that opi- 
nion, was considered as an Unztarzan, and was popular among 
the lower people, who continued to be Unitarians ; whereas 
they took the greatest alarm at the doctrine of the permanent 
personality of the Jogos, considering it as the introduction of 
another God, and therefore as an infringement of the first 
and greatest commandment. 

It was to avoid this great difficulty that the Christian 
fathers held so obstinately as they did to the doctrine of 
Christ being nothing more than the éogos, or the proper 
rveason, wisdom, or power of the Father, though it contributed 
exceedingly to embarrass their scheme. The Platonests had 
no difficulty at all on this account, as they had no measures 
to keep with Uniztarians, but rather wished to stand well 
with those who held a multiplicity of gods. They, there- 
fore, never pretended that their ¢hree princeples were one, ΟΥ̓ 
resolvable inte one. This is observed by Austen and others. 
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But the Christian fathers were not so much at liberty. They 
were under a necessity of maintaining the Unity of God, in 
some sense or other, at all events; that being the funda- 
mental principle of their religion, and a principle that was 
most strictly adhered to by the common people, 

On this account we find them particularly careful, on all 
occasions, to assert, that, though they considered Christ as 
God, it was not as another God, distinct from the Father, 
but only the Jogos or reason of the Father himself; and, 
therefore, strictly speaking, one with him, as much as the 
reason of any man was the same thing with the man him- 
self. On this account, also, those who called themselves 
orthodox, were so ready to charge the Arzans with holding 
the doctrine of two Gods; because the logos of the Arians 
was a being created out of nothing, and had a different 
origin from the God that made him; whereas their logos had 
always existed as the reason of the eternal Father, and 
therefore they thought themselves well secured against any 
retort of the same accusation from others. 

Being thus obliged to keep clear of the doctrine of two 
Gods, they were under a necessity of maintaining that the 
logos was nothing more than the reason, or operative faculty 
of the Father; at the same time that they maintained that 
it was a distinct person from him, which is a doctrine so 
manifestly absurd, that at this day it requires the plainest 
evidence of its having been entertained at all. However, 
the dread of introducing ¢wo Gods, and the accusations of 
their adversaries, especially of the common people, for whom 
they could not but have great respect, gave them such 
abundant occasion to explain their real principles, and so 
much of their writings on this subject are still extant, that 
we cannot misunderstand their meaning. 

It is not possible either by the use of plain words, or of 
figurative language, to express this most absurd notion, viz. 
that the dogos, or the son, which was afterwards a real person, 
was originally nothing more than a mere attribute of the 
Father, more clearly than they do. For, according to the 
most definite language that men can use, the logos, as 
existing in the Father, and prior to the creation, was in the 
opinion of those Christian fathers, (who, in their own age, 
and even till long after the Council of Nice, were considered as 
orthodox,) the same thing in him as reason is in man, which 
is certainly no proper person, distinguishable from the man 
himself.. Will common sense permit us to say, that the 
man is one person or thing, and his reason another, not com- 
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prehended in the man? In like manner, it is impossible 
not to infer from the uniform language of the early Chris- 
tian writers that, according to their ideas, there was originally 
nothing in or belonging to the Son but what was necessarily 
contained in the Father. 

Passages without end may also be selected from the most 
approved of the fathers to shew, in the clearest manner, that 
as the divinity which they then ascribed to Christ was the 
very same principle which had constituted the wisdom, and 
other operative powers, of God the Father, so what they 
called the generation of the Son, was the commencement of 
a state of actual personality in the logos; whether in time, 
as was thought by some, or from all eternity, as was held by 
others; an opinion which was afterwards received as the 
established doctrine on the subject. 

I shall not produce a tenth part of the authorities that 
might easily have been selected to prove these propositions ; 
nor one half of those which 1 have actually collected for the 
purpose ; but they will be abundantly sufficient to put an 
end to all the doubts that can have been entertained on the 
subject, especially as they will be extracted from writers of 
the most unquestioned orthodoxy, from Justin Martyr, to 
those of a very late period in the Christian history. 


SECTION II. 
Authorities for this Opinion from Justin Martyr to Origen. 


From a careful perusal of the writings of Justin, I cannot 
help thinking that he was the first, or one of the first, who 
advanced the doctrine of the permanent personality of the 
logos. He seems to write as if this was the case ; and it is 
also certain, that he was the oldest of the authorities for the 
pre-existence of Christ quoted by the anonymous author in 
Eusebius, as will be shewn hereafter. Justen says, “" Jesus 
Christ is the only proper son of God, being his logos, first- 
born, and powerful.” * Had he meant any other principle 
than the very dogos which was an attribute of the F ather, he 
would have said a logos, or the logos, and not his logos. But 
I quote this passage not as the most explicit, but as the first 
in the writings of Justin in which this sentiment appears. 
He likewise says, “" Moses informs us that the spirit, and a 


* Καὶ Inoes Xpic@e μονίδ» dias biog τῷ Oew γεγεννηῖαι, λογίθ. αὐτῷ ὑπάρχων, καὶ 
wpwlolox@x, xar δυναμις. ΑΡο].]1. p. 35. (P.) , 
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power which was from God, is no other than the logos who 
was the first-begotten of God.” * Some other characters 
which Juséen imagined the /ogos to assume are mentioned 
in the following passage: ‘“‘ The logos of God is also called 
his Son. He is likewise called an angel, and an apostle, or 
one sent by another,” quoting the words of our Saviour, 
“ΗΘ that heareth me, heareth him that sent me.” ἢ 

But the following larger extract from Justin shews most 
distinctly that, in his idea, the logos of God bore the same 
relation to God, that the Jogos or reason of man bears to 
man, and that this principle was, in his opinion, the medium 
of all the divine communications from God to man from 
the beginning of the world: ‘ I will shew you from the 
Scriptures, that in the beginning, before all creatures, God 
produced from himself a rational power, which is called 
by the holy spirit, the glory of God, sometimes the Son, 
sometimes wisdom, sometimes an angel, sometimes god, 
sometimes lord, and logos. Sometimes he calls himself 
commander in chief, having appeared in the form of a man 
to Joshua. He has these names from his being subservient 
to his Father’s will, and from being produced at his Father’s 
pleasure, such as we experience in ourselves. For, on our 
uttering any word, (that is, Jogos.) we generate a logos ; not 
that any thing is cut off from us so that we are diminished 
by that means, but as we see one fire lighted by another, 
that not being diminished from which it was lighted, but 
continuing the same. In proof of this, I can produce the 
word of wisdom, shewing that he is a God produced from 
the Father of all, being the logos, the wisdom, the power, 
and the glory of him that generated him; and Solomon 
says, if 1 tell you what happens to-day, I will recount 
things from the beginning. The Lord created me the agy7,” 
the beginning, “ the way to his works: Before the angels 
he established me, in the beginning, before he made the 
earth.” ἢ 

* To weve ὃν και τὴν δυναμιν τὴν Wapa Te Ose 8δὲν αλλο νοησαι Sens, ἡ τὸν Aoyor, 
ὃς και it tee τῷ Θεῳ est, Mavons ὁ wpodedgranevOr wpopylys ἐμήνυσε. Apol. i. 
" oa aie de ra Ose Esty ὃ ὕὗιος avila, ὡς τοροεφημεν᾽ Kas αὔγελί» δε καλειζαι, και 
amosoh@s αὐτὸς yap «παΐγελλει ὅσα Yes γνωσδηναι, καὶ ἀπος-ελλεῖαι μηνυσων ὅσα alyer 
λεῖαι, ὡς καὶ ἃ ὃ κυριος ἥμων εἰπεν, ὃ EKG ἄκϑων ἄκβει Te πος: ειλανΐθ.» με. Ibid. p. 
an ΡΩΝ Be καὶ αλλο ὕμιν,  φιλοι, εφὴν, wre τῶν γραφων δωσω, ὅτι ἀρχὴν arpo 
Waytoy τῶν κτισμάτων ὃ Θεὸς γεγεννήκε δυνᾶμιν τινὰ εξ ἑαυτϑ λογικὴν, ἧτις και δοξα κυριε 
ὑπο Te πυνευματῷ», re ὧγιβ καλειται, ποτε δὲ ὗιος, ποτε δὲ copia, wore de ay len-, 
ποτε be Θεὸς, wore de ups, και λογθ». lore δὲ apysspalyyov ἑαυτον λέγει, ev ἀνθρωπϑ 


μορφῃ pavevra τῳ te Navy Ines’ ἔχειν yup ταντα προσονομαζεσδαι εκ τε τὰ ὑπήρετειν 
VOL. VI. 2B 
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Here is the whole system of Justin, and of the fathers 
before the Council of Nice, and also the chief foundation on 
which it was built. This, however, I shall not stop to 
examine, but proceed to state the opinions of other Chris- 
tian writers who followed Justin. Jreneus expresses the 
same thought more concisely, when he says, “" God is wholly 
mind, and existing logos; what he thinks, that he speaks. 
His thought is the logos, and logos is mind; and the mind 
comprehending every thing, is the Father himself.” * 

In the following passage of Theophilus we see more 
clearly than in the preceding of Ireneus, that the logos was 
considered as being the same thing with the proper wisdom 
- of the Father. ‘ When he said, deé us make man, he spake 

to nothing but his own logos, and his own wisdom.”+ If 
the opinion of Theophilus had not been certainly known, it 
might even have been questioned whether, in writing the 
above passage, he really considered the logos as a person; 
and indeed it is very possible, that, without attending to 
it, he might revert to the original meaning of the word 
logos, expressing himself as an Unitarian would have 
done. But the following passage puts it out of all doubt 
that this writer considered the logos as a real person, but 
originally nothing more than an attribute of the Father. 
Speaking of the voice which Adam heard in Paradise, 
he says, “ What is it but the logos of God, which is 
also his Son, but not as the poets and mythologists think 
of sons of God produced by copulation, but really con- 
sidering the logos as being at all times in the heart of God; 
for before any thing was made he had him for his counsellor, 
being his own mind and understanding. Wherefore when 
God chose to make what he had devised, he generated his 


τῷ watpinw βεληματι, καὶ ex Te amo Te Warpos Sednoes γεγεννησσαι, [ZAA’ ov,] Torelov 
ὅποιον Kas Ed) ἥμων γενόμενον ὅρωμεν. Λογὸν yap Tiva τοροδαλλοντες, Avyoy γεννωμεν, ov 
nate ἀποτομὴν ὡς ελωτ]ωθηναι τὸν ev ἥμιν λογὸν τοροδαλλομενοι. Καὶ ὅποιον ews πυρὸς 
ὅρωμεν αλλο γινόμενον, οὐκ ελωτήθμενϑ eneiwe εξ du ἣ ἀναψις γεγονεν, ἀλλα Te auTe μενον». 
Και to εξ avre αναφθεν καὶ αὐτὸ ον φαινετῶι; οὐκ ελατίωσαν εκεινο εξ ov ἀνεφθη" μαρτυ- 
ρήσει δὲ μοι ὃ λογθ» τῆς σοφιῶς, αὐτὸς wy δυτος 6 Θεὸς amo Ta τσῶτρος τῶν ὅλων γεννηθεις, 
καὶ λογος, καὶ copia, καὶ δυναμις, καὶ δοξα Te γεννησανῖος ὑπαρχων, καὶ δια Σολομωνος 
φησανῖίθ.» tala, eay αναὔγειλω ὕμιν τα καθ᾽ ἡμεραν γινομενα, μνημονευσω τὰ εξ arwyOw 
ἀριθμῆσαι. Κύριος εκῆισε με ἀρχήν, δον αὐτ εἰς τῶ epya αὐτϑ, Πρὸ re αἰωνίθ» εθεμε- 
λιωσε με. Ἐν ἀῤχῃ wpo re τὴν γὴν ποιήσαι. Dial. p. 266. 

N.B. AA? ov, line 6, as Thirlby observes, must be a corruption, or interpola- 
tion. (P:) 

* « Deus autem totus existens mens, et totus existens logos, quod cogitat, hoc et 
loquitur; et quod loquitur, huc et cogitat. Cogitatio enim ejus logos, et logos 
mens, et omnia concludens mens, ipse est Pater. L. ii. C. xlviii. p. 176. (P.) 

4 Ovn αλλῳ δὲ τιν; εἰρηκε, WoinTmfAcy, αλλ ἡ τῷ ἕαυτϑ λογῳ, καὶ TH ἕαυτε σοφιᾷ. 


L. ii. ρ. 114. (PD 
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logos, then put forth the first-begotten of all creation, not 
depriving himself of logos, but generating logos, and always 
conversing with his own logos.” * 

Athenagoras is not less explicit than Theophilus. He says, 
“If I were asked what the Son of God is, I should say that 
he is the first production of the Father, not as made, for 
God being an eternal mind, has logos always in himself, 
being from eternity a rational being, but as going forth, to 
be the ¢dea and energy to material things of all kinds, which 
are naturally subject to controul; the heavy and the light 
being mixed together;” that is, being in a state of chaos. 
Here is the precise language of Platonism, in which, idea was 
synonymous to nous, which the Christians called logos. He 
adds, that “ the prophetic spirit confirms this, when he said, 
The Lord created me the ἀρχὴ (the principle) with respect 
to his works ;” + meaning, that the Son, when produced, 
was the source from which other things were made. 

In this passage, as the writer explains what he meant by 
God having always had the logos in himself, by saying, that 
he was always royixG, that is, a rational, intelligent being, 
he certainly meant to intimate, that before the generation of 
the Jogos, it was the very same principle in God, that reason 
is in man, being his proper wesdom or intelligence, one of his 
attributes ; and it was never imagined, that there were proper 
distinct persons in the mind of man, merely because man is 
noyixG, rational. The very expression excludes the idea, 
and must have been intended to exclude it. 

Clemens Alexandrinus has been thought by some to favour 
the Arian principle, of the dogos being a creature, made out 
of nothing ; but it will appear by the following passages, 
that nothing could be farther from his real ideas than that 
opinion, though the language in which he sometimes ex- 
presses the generation of the Son from the Father may be 
capable of that construction. Speaking of the logos, he says, 
- He is the wisdom in which the Almighty delighted: for 


* avy δὲ τι αλλο Esiv, GAN ἡ ὁ λογθ» 6 Te Θεϑ, ὃς Eos nat Bing aura’ οὐχ, ὡς δι ποιηῖαι 
και μυϑογραῴοι λέγουσι ties Tew ex caring γενγωμενθς, ahha ὡς αληδεια διηγειῖαι τὸν 
λογον, τον οντώ διαπαντος ενδιαΐδετον ev καρδιῳ Θεου προ yap τι γινεσῖῦαι τουῖον εἰχε συμβουλον 
ἕαυτου voy, καὶ φρονησιν ovta* ὅποτε De ἡδελήσεν ὁ Θεὸς ποιήσαι ὅσα ebovAevealo, τουῖον 
τὸν λογον ἐγεννήσε προφορικὸν, wpwloloxsy wacns κῆισεως, ov κενωδεις αυτος του λόγου, ἀλλα 
λογον γεννησάς, καὶ τῷ λόγῳ αὐτου διαπαντὸς ὅμιλων. La ἴϊ. p. 129. (P.) 

+ Ὁ σαῖς τι βουλεῖαι, ἐρω δια βραχεων᾽ Dpwroy γεννημῶ Eivas τῷ WATPly οὐχ ὡς γενο- 
μενον (εξ ἀρχῆς yup 4 Qens, νους αἵἴδιος wy, εἰχεν αὐτὸς εν ἑκυτῳ Tov λογόν, αἰδιως λογικὸς wy) 
αλλ ὡς των ὕλιχων ξυμπανΐων ὁποιου φυσεως και γῆς» οχειᾶς ὑποκειμένων δικήν, μεμιγμένων 
τῶν πταχυμερες-ερων προς τά κουφοΐερα em’ αυτοις, Hew και ἐνεργειώ εἰνᾶι προελθων" συναδει 
δὲ τῳ λόγῳ καὶ τὸ τροφηικον πνευμα, Kupi@v yap, φησιν» ἔκτισε μεν ἀρχὴν ὅδων αὐτου 
εἰς ἐργά αὐτου. Apol.p. 82. (P.) 
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the Son is the power of God, as he is the most ancient logos 
of the Father, before all things that were made, and his 
wisdom, and especially the chosen teacher of those who 
were made by him.” *—* God cannot be shewn, nor can he 
teach; but the Son is wisdom, and knowledge, and truth, 
and every thing of this kind.” + 

Of all the Christian writers of antiquity, none exceeded 
Tertullian in the confidence which he had in his own prin- 
ciples. He seems to have imagined that there was no difficulty 
whatever in comprehending them ; and therefore he did not 
fear to enter into all the minutiz of them, in order to answer 
every possible objection or cavil. By this means we are in 
full possession of his thoughts, as much as if we could now 
interrogate him on the subject; and as his orthodoxy with 
respect to the doctrine of the Trinity was never questioned | 
in his own age, we see very clearly what that orthodoxy was. 
Among a number of passages that I might have selected 
from him for my present purpose, the following, I imagine, 
will be quite sufficient. 

‘* Before all things, God was alone. He was a world and 
place, and all things to himself. He was alone, because 
there was nothing foreign to himself. But then he was not 
absolutely alone, for he had with him, and in him, his own 
reason; for God is a rational being. This the Greeks called 
logos, which word we translate sermo (speech), and therefore, 
we, through simplicity, are accustomed to say that sermo 
was from the beginning with God, when we ought to have 
preferred the word ratio (reason), because God was from the 
beginning rationals (a being endued with reason), not ser- 
monalas (endued with speech), and because speech, consisting 
with reason, has it as its substance. This, however, makes 
no difference. For though God had not yet emitted his 
word, he had it within himself, together with his reason, and 
in his reason, silently thinking and contriving within him- 
self what he was about to pronounce by his speech. For 
thinking, and disposing with his reason, he made that speech 
which he treated with speech. That you may the more 
easily understand this from yourself, consider, as you are 
made in the image and after the likeness of God, the reason 
which you have in yourself, who are a rational creature, not 

* Ayvoia YUP οὐκ ANTETAL TOV Θεου, του προ καταξολης κοσμου συμξουλου γενοίενου TOV 
walpos avin yap qv copia ἡ τπροσεχαιρεν ὁ πταν]οκραΐωρ Θεος᾿ δυνώμις yap Tov Θεου ὁ ὗιος 
ate Wp WAYTWY τῶν γενομένων APXIKWTATOG λόγος του WaTpoc, και σοφία αὐτου" κυριως ὧν 
καὶ διδασκαλος λεχίδειη Tov δι’ αὐτου wAacweviay. Strom. L. vii. p. 708. (P.) 


t ὋὉ μεν ey Θεὸς, αναποδεικτος wy, ove esi επις-ἡμονικὸς, 6 δὲ Vio, copia TE ESL KO 
EMIS NUN, HNN εἰν καὶ OTR ἀλλῶ τουτῳ ovy/evy. Ibid, L. iv. p. 537. (P.) 
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only made by a rational artificer, but animated by his 
substance. Consider that when you silently muse with 
yourself, reason is acting within you, that principle con- 
curring with speech to every thought and sensation. What- 
ever you think is sermo (speech), and whatever you perceive 
is radio (reason) . How much more doth this take 
place in the mind of God, of whom you are the image and 
likeness, that he has in himself when he is silent, reason, and 
in reason, speech’ I may, therefore, venture to assert, that 
God, before the constitution of the universe, was not alone : 
as he had then reason within himself, and in reason, speech, 
which he could make a second principle from himself, by 
acting within himself.” * 

This passage needs no comment. At least what I have 
observed with respect to the quotation from Athenagoras will 
be quite sufficient for it, the λόγικος of the Greek writer being 
the same thing with the raéionalis of the Latzn author. | 
shall only give two other extracts from this writer, which 
clearly shew what, in his idea, was the true origin of what 
is called the second principle in the Trinity. ‘“ Christ,” he 
Says, ‘“‘ is the power of God, and the spirit of God, the 
speech, the wisdom, the reason, and the Son of God.” + 

That, in the opinion of Tertullian, it was Christ who was 
the immediate maker of the world, cannot be questioned ; 


* « Ante omnia enim Deus erat solus, ipse sibi et mundus, et locus, et omnia. 
Solus autem, quia nihil aliud extrinsecus preeter illum. Ceterum, ne tune quidem 
solus; habebat enim secum, quam habebat in semetipso, rationem suam scilicet. 
Rationalis etiam Deus, et ratio in ipso prius; et ita ab ipso omnia. Quz ratio 
sensus ipsius est. Hane Greeci λογον dicunt, quo vocabulo etiam sermonem appel- 
lamus. Ideoque jam in usu est nostrorum, per simplicitatem interpretationis, 
sermonem dicere in primordio, apud Deum fuisse ; cum magis rationem competat 
antiquiorem haberi; quia non sermonalis ἃ principio, sed rationalis Deus etiam ante 
principium; et quia ipse quoque sermo ratione consistens, priorem eam, ut substan- 
tiam suam ostendat. Tamen et sic nihilinterest. Nam etsi Deus nondum sermonem 
suum miserat, proinde eum cum ipsa et in ipsa ratione intra semetipsum habebat, 
tacité cogitando et disponendo secum, qu per sermonem mox erat dicturus. Cum 
ratione enim sua cogitans atque disponens, sermonem eam efficiebat, quam sermone 
tractabat. Idque quo facilius intelligas ex te ipso, ante recognosce ut ex imagine 
et similitudine Dei, quam habeas et tu in temet ipso rationem, qui es animal 
rationale, ἃ rationali scilicet artifice non tantum factus, sed etiam ex substantia 
ipsius animatus. Vide quum tacitus tecum ipse congrederis, ratione hoc ipsum agi 
intra te, occurrante ea tibi cum sermone ad omnem cogitatus tui motum, et ad omnem 
seusus tui pulsum. Quodcumque cogitaveris, sermo est; quodcumque senseris, 
ratio est.—Quanto ergo plenius hoc agitur in Deo, cujus tu quoque imago et simili- 
tudo censeris, quod habeas in se etiam tacendo rationem, et in rationem sermonem ? 
Possum itaque non temeré prestruxisse, et tunc Deum ante universitatis constitu- 
tionem solum non fuisse, habentem in semetipso proinde rationem, et in ratione 
sermonem, quem secundum ἃ se faceret, agitando intra se.” Ad Praxeam, Sect. y. 
atid 503. (P.) 

+ “ Ut Dei virtus, et Dei spiritus, et sermo, et sapientia, et ratio, et Dei filius.” 
Apol. Sect. xxiii. Opera, p. 283. (P.) 
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and yet in the following passage the power by which it was 
made, is described as the proper inherent power of God the 
Father. ‘ You see how by the operation of God all things 
consist, in the power of making the earth, the wisdom of 
preparing the world, and the understanding of extending the 
heavens ; not appearing only, nor approaching, but exerting 
such force of his mind, wisdom, might, understanding, word, 
spirit, power.” * 

Cyprian, who usually called Tertullian his master, follows 
him in expressing exactly the same ideas. ‘* Christ,” he 
says, “is the power of God, his reason, his wisdom and 
glory. He, descending into the virgin’s womb, put on flesh 
by the aid of the Holy Spirit. He is God mixed with man. 
He is our God and Christ, who being the mediator of the 
two, put on man to bring him to the Father.” Τ 


SECTION III. 


Authorities from Origen, and other Writers subsequent to him ; 
with an Account of other Attributes of the Father, besides 
that of Wisdom, which Christ is said to have been. 


OriGeEN, as well as Clemens Alerandrinus, has been 
thought to favour the Arzan principle; but he did it only 
in words, and not in ideas, as will be evident from the fol- 
lowing passages ; and many more to the same purpose might 
have been extracted from his writings. ‘‘ Though we speak,” 
he says, ‘‘ of a second God, we mean nothing more than a 
virtue comprehending all virtues, and a reason comprehend- 
ing all reason, for the good of the whole, which we say is 
united to the soul of Jesus; which we say was alone capable 
of partaking of this perfect reason, perfect wisdom, and perfect 
virtue.” ¢ ‘ God, according to us, can do nothing without his 


* «Vides ergo quemadmodum operatione Dei universa consistunt, valentia 
facientis terram, intelligentiad parantis orbem, et sensu extendentis celum: non 
adparentis solummodo, nec adpropinquantis, sed adhibentis tantos animi sui nisus, 
sophiam, valeutiam, sepsum, scrmonem, spiritum, virtutem.” Ad Hermogenem, 
Sect. Ixv. Opera, p. 249. (P.) Ξ 

+ “ Hujus igitur indulgentize, gratiz disciplinaeque arbiter et magister, sermo 
et filius Dei mittitur, qui per prophetas omnes retro, illuminator et doctor humani 
generis preedicabatur. Hic est virtus Dei, hic ratio, hic sapientia ejus, et gloria. 
Hic in virginem ilabitur; carnem, spiritu saucto co-operante, induitur, Deus cum 
homiue miscetur.. Hic Deus noster, hic Christus est, qui mediator duorum, 
hominem induit, quem pe:ducat ad Patrem.” De Idolorum Vanitate, Opera, p. 
15. (P.) 

Τ Κἀν δευ7ερον ουν λέγωμεν Θεόν" ιγωσᾶν ὅτι τὸν δευερον Θεὸν οὐκ ado τι λεγωμεν; ἡ THY 
weoserlinny wacwy ἀρεΐων ὠρεῆην, καὶ τὸν wepiexlinoy wavios slivorey hoye των κατὰ prow 
καὶ τοροηγουμιεγως YEYEVYNIAEVOY Κῶὶ εἰς χρήσιμον τῷ Tavlos, Avyoy' ὅντιγώ τῇ ἴησου marisa 
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logos, or without himself.” * « All that are God’s are in Christ, 
He is the power of God, he is the righteousness of God, he 
is sanctification, he is redemption, he is the mind of God.” + 
* He is ἐμψυχος copia” t (living wisdom). An expression 
similar to this is used in the Creed ascribed to Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, who was a disciple of Origen. The Creed, 
however, by the credulous superstition of the age, was said 
to come from the apostle John. There the Son of God is 
called codia ὑφεσΐωσα, substantial wisdom. ὃ 

Eusebius the historian is another of the ancients who has 
been thought to favour Arianism, and yet I would engage to 
produce more than a hundred passages from his writings, as 
well as from those of Origen, in which he clearly expresses 
his opinion of the dogos having been the proper reason or 
wisdom of God the Father. I shall content myself only with 
quoting two passages from his treatise on the praises of 
Constantine, and another from his Commentary on the 
Psalms: ‘ Christ is the living logos.” || ‘‘ Christ is the 
living and: powerful logos of the God who is over all, having 
a personal subsistence, as the power and the wisdom of 
God.” 44 In his Commentary on the Psalms, he says, “" The 
Son is the partaker of the Deity and kingdom of the Father, 
as being the only-begotten Son, and logos, and wisdom of 
God.” ** He also approves of Constantine’s saying, that 
‘** before he was actually generated, he was virtually in the 
Father ungenerated.” τ 

Athanasius, whose orthodoxy will hardly be called in 
question, held exactly the same language with Athenagoras 
and Tertullian; and yet he does not express the opinion of 
the /ogos having been the proper reason of the Father more 
definitely than Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen or Eusebius. 


παρα wacay ψυχὴν ψυχη wKewoNar καὶ ἥνωσδαι φαμεν, μόνον τελείως χωρησαι δεδυνη- 
μένου τὴν ἄκραν μετοχὴν του αὐτολογϑ; και τῆς αὐτοσοφιᾶς, και τῆς αυτοδικαιοσυνης. Ad 
Celsum, L. ν. p. 258. (P.) 

* Adda, καὶ Kad ἡμας, οὐδὲν διος-ε Waparoyoy, ουτε Way’ EavTov, ἐργασασδαι Es 
6 Θεὸς. Ibid. p. 247. (P) 

7 Tlavra yap ὅσα του Oeov τοιαυα, εν ἀυτῳ ες ιν᾿ Χριςὸς est copia του Θεου, αὐτὸς 
δυναμις Θεο, αυτος δικαιοσυνη Θεου, αὐτὸς ὥγιασμος, αὐτὸς ὡπολυΐρωσις, αὐτὸς φρονήσις EXE 
Θεου. In Jer. Hom. viii. Comment. I. p. 96. (P.) 

t In Johan. Comment. II. p. 10. (P.) 

§ Gr. Thaum. Opera, p. 11. (P.) 

|| ‘Ov 89 ζωντα λογον, καὶ νόμον, καὶ copay, P. 722. (P.) 

4 Θεὸν δὲ τοῦ ἐπι waytav ζων καὶ evepyns ὑπάρχων Avyos, κατ᾽ ουσιαν τε ὕφεςως, δια 
Θεου δυναμις και Θεου copia. Ibid. Ρ. 750, (P.) 

5.5. Ἐπει δὲ τῆς του walpos δ εοὔηῖος κοινωνος ὕπαρχει ὃ ὑιος, τῆς αὐὔης μεῖοχος wy βασιλειας, 
ate pavoyerns Uiog wy, καὶ Θεοῦ Ayes, καὶ Θεου copia. Collectio Patrum per Mont- 
faucon, l. p. 584. (P.) 

tt Eres καὶ πριν evepyere γεννηθηναι, δυνάμει ἣν ev τῷ ταῖρι ayevvylws. Theodoriti 
Hist. L. i. C. xii. p. 40. (P.) See Remarks at the close of the Section, 
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«ς The Father of Christ,” he says, “" as the best governor, 
by his own wisdom, and his own logos, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, governs every where happily, and orders as he thinks 
proper.’* He says of Christ, that “ he is the proper 
wisdom, the proper logos, and the proper power of the 
Father.” + | 

Again, speaking of the logos of God, he says, “ It is not 
like the logos of a rational creature, composed of syllables, 
and uttered in air, but the living and efficacious God, of the 
good God of all, I mean reason itself, which is different 
from all things which are made (γεννητων)ὴ, and from the 
whole creation. It is the peculiar and only logos of the 
good Father, which arranged the whole system, and illumi- 
nates it by his providence.” ἢ 

The same language continued to be held by the most 
distinguished champions of orthodoxy after the time of 
Athanasius. Gregory Nyssen says, ‘* The Father does nothing 
without the Son, nor the Son without the Father, of which 
we have an example in ourselves, for the soul does nothing 
without reason, nor reason without the soul.” 

“1 the Son, as the scripture says, be the power of God, 
wisdom, and truth, and light, and sanctification, and peace, 
and life, and the like, according to the doctrine of the here- 
tics,” (meaning the Arzans,) ‘ these things were not before 
the Son; and these having no existence, the Father himself 
must have been divested of all these advantages.”|| With 
the same idea, Ambrose says, ‘“‘ Could the Father ever be 
without life, without wisdom, without power, without 
reason, which Christ is?” <‘‘ He is, therefore,” he says, 
“ called the wisdom of God, as the Father can never be 


ἘΞ re Xpice walnp, ὅςις καϑαπερ apicos Kubepvylys Ty wig copia, καὶ τῷ ἰδιῳ λόγῳ, 
τῳ κυρίῳ ἥμων Ince Xpisw, τὰ wavlaye κυξερνῳ σωΐηριως καὶ διακοσμιει, καὶ Wore ὡς ὧν 
avtw καλως εχειν δοκῃ. Contra Gentes, Opera, I. p. 44. (P.) ; 

t+ AAW avlocodia, αὐὔολογος, αὐυ]οδυναμις iia Te πταῖρος ecw. Ibid. p. 51. (P.) 

YT Oude διον exer τὸ λογικὸν yevos λόγον, τὸν εκ συλλαξων συγκειμενον, KOE EY ἄερι σήημαι- 
νόμενον, aAAa τὸν Te wyave nat Oee των ὅλων Cwvla καὶ ἐνεργη Θεὸν, αὐ]ολογον λεγω, ὃς 
αλλος μὲν est τῶν yevyylwy καὶ Waons τῆς ν]ισεως" ἰδιος De καὶ μόνος Ta ὠγαδΐ8 walpos 
Umapyer λόγος, ὃς Tobe to wav διεκοσμήσε xa φωῖιζει τε ry Eavte πρρονοιᾳ. Contra 
Gentes, Opera, I. p. 44. (PJ 

§ Ovde yap ὃ ὅιος διχα walpos, ap ἕαυτα Kad Eavioy, oer τι, οὐδὲ ὁ Walyp wavlws 
χώωρις Te Wie καὶ Te πνευματος---Και oer miay καὶ Guoray τὴν ἐνεργειῶν ev ἥμιν. Ovre yao 
ἡ ψυχή dina Aoye επιτελει τι, ETE 6 λογὸς Diya ψυχης, eTE μὴν ὃ veg Wad καθ᾽ Eavtoy, 
χωρις τῆς ψυχῆς χαι Te oye κατεργαζεται τι. In Gen. i. 26, Opera, I. p. 865. (P.) 

|| Ex yap ὃ ὑιος, xadws ἡ γραφὴ λεγει, δυνᾶμις ect Ose, καὶ copia, καὶ αλησεια, καὶ 
φως, και ἁγιασμος, καὶ εἰρηνή, Καὶ Con, “a τὰ τοιαυ]α' προ Te Toy ὕιον εἰναι», καΐως τοις 
chipelinoss Boxer, ede tavla ny waviws τεῆων δὲ μη ovlwy, κενον πτανῆως τῶν Toelwy ὠγαΐδων 
τὸν walpwoy εἐννοησεσι xoAmoy. Contra Eunomium, Opera, 11. p. 4. (P.) 

4 «* Num quidnam potuit esse tempus quando pater sine vita, sine sapientia, sine 
virtute, sine verbo, quod Christus est, fuerit?” In Symbol. Opera, 1V.p.88. (P-) 
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thought to be without wisdom, that is, without his Son. 
This is that ineffable wisdom which is described by Solomon 
as the beginning of the ways of God, whether it be founded, 
or generated, or created; which, however, is so founded, as 
that it is always with God.” * 

This continued to be the language of the orthodox divines 
till a very late period. Damascenus says, “" God has no other 
logos, wisdom, power, or will but the Son.” + Theophylact 
also says, *‘ God could not be without reason, wisdom, or 
power; wherefore we believe, that since the Son is the 
‘reason, the wisdom, and the power of the Father, he is always 
ieee) with God, instead of συν, or pera.” t 

f these passages do not give my readers perfect satis- 
faction with respect to the real origin of the logos of the 
orthodox fathers, and convince them, that by the /ogos they 
understood a proper attribute of the Father, and that this 
attribute became the person of the Son, and was afterwards 
united to Jesus Christ, most absurd as the notion certainly 
is, I shall despair of being able to prove any thing. 

Origen was so fully persuaded of the /ogos that was in 
Christ being the true logos, or power, of the Father, that he 
represents ‘it as omnipresent, and not confined to the person 
of Christ. ‘“ The evangelists,” says he, ““ do not represent 
the logos as circumscribed within the body and soul of Jesus, 
as is evident from many considerations. Thus, John the 
Baptist, prophesying that the Son of God would soon make 
his appearance, says, not that he would be in that body, and 
in that soul, but every where; for, he says, he standeth in 
the midst of you, whom you know not.” ὃ 

He even considers this Jogos as imparted to other men in 
certain degrees, as if all reason was a portion of the same 


* « Et ideo sapientia Dei appellatur, ut nunquam pater sine sapientia, hoc est 
sine filio suo fuisse credatur. Hec est illa sapientia ineffabilis, que initium viarum 
Dei apud Solomonem, vel condita, vel genita, vel creata describitur, quam tamen sic 
conditam dicit, ut semper eam cum Deo fuisse constat."” De Filit Divinitate, Opera, 
IV. p. 278. (P.) 

ἡ Kai yao φησιν ὃ Δαμασκηνος ἐν τοῖς “)εολογικοις ἀντϑ χεφαλαιοις. ‘Iva pn σολλα 
λεγω, ex Est τῷ Walos λογος, copra, δυναμις, Ternoic, εἰ μη ὃ ὕιος. Manuel Caleca, in 
" Combefis, II. p. 922. (P.) 

1 Οὐκ ενδεχεῖαι yap τον Θεὸν αλοόγον ἡ aropav evar wole, ἡ αδυναἦον" bia τοῖο wigevoper, 
ὅτι ἐπεὶ λογος, καὶ codua, Kas δυνᾶμις Te πτατρος Esuv ὁ ὗιος, Er nv τῦρος Θεον, avis Te, σὺν 
τῳ το καὶ μετα τὸ walpos. In John, Opera, |. p.556. (P.) ; 

ε τὰ ευαἤγελια ode περιγεγραμμενον τινα γεγονεναι, ὡς εδαμθ εξω τῆς Ψυχῆς και 

τα σωμαῖος τα Ince τυϊχανονῖα. Δηλον μὲν καὶ aro πσολλων, καὶ εξ ολιγων δε, ὧν wapa- 

μεθα, ἑὔως ἐχονων" 6 βαπῆις-ης Τωαννῆς πτροφηευων ὅσον βδεπω εἐνς-σεσῆδαι τὸν wiv Te 

Θεβ, ex εν meng τῷ copal καὶ Tn ψυχῇ tulyavvla, aha yao φθανοντα wavraya, 

eyes περι aurea’ Μεσος ὕμων Ecyney ὃν ὕμεις ax οἰδατε, ὁ omirw μθ epxouevO+, Ad Celsum, 
L. iii. p. 683. (P.) 
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eternal logos. Descanting on John i. 9, he “ enlighteneth 
every man that cometh into the world,” he says, ‘‘ Whoever 
is endued with reason (AcyixG@) partakes of the true light. 
But every man is endued with reason; all men, therefore, 
have the logos. In some the power of the logos is great, 
but in some it is little. If you see a soul given to passion, 
and sinful, you see the power of the logos failing ; but if you 
see a soul holy and righteous, you see the power of the logos 
bringing forth fruit daily.”* This very much resembles the 
language of the Quakers, who speak of Christ being in all 
men. Origen likewise seems to have supposed that the 
ancient prophets might have had the logos so imparted to 
them, as that they themselves might have been called logoz, 
as well as Christ. ‘If Elias,” says he, ‘‘ be a logos, he 
must be a logos inferior to him that was in the beginning 
with God.” + 
It will be seen in the preceding passages that the logos 

was considered as being more properly the wesdom or reason 
of God; though, in some of them, mention is made of his 
being the same with other attributes of God, and especially 
his power. In the following passages this is more particu- 
larly expressed: “" God, by his own omnipotence, that is, 
by his Son, (for all things were made by him, and without 
him nothing was made,) before all things created the heavens 
and the earth.” + ‘ The energy of the Lord has respect to 
the Almighty; for the Son may be said to be the Father's 
energy.” § | 

At other times the doges, or the Son, is represented as 
being the οὐδέ of the Father. Clemens Alexandrinus calls 
the logos the will of the Father; and, under the idea of an 
attribute of God, as giving him to men, he represents him 
as addressing them in the following manner: “I give you 
the logos, the knowledge of God; I give my whole self. 
This I am, this is what God wills, this is symphony, this 
is the harmony of the Father, this is the Son, this the 


® Και ὃς est λογικὸς, μετέχει Ta aAndive φω]ος" Aoyixos δὲ ess was av pares τῶν ὃν 
μεϊεχονίων Aoys wavlov ανρωπων, εν τισι μεν ἡ ἰσχυς TH oye ἡυξήσεν, ἐν τισι Be ἐκλειπει" 
cay δὲ ιδῃς ψυχὴν ἐμπαΐη, και ἀμαρίωλον, oper exer τὴν ἰσχὺν Te λαγθ ἐκλεισβσαν" cay de 
ἰδῆς ψυχὴν ὦγιαν καὶ δικῶιαν, ower τὴν ἰσχὺν Te λογθ ὅσημεραι xapmopopecay. In Jer. 
Comment. |. p. 138. (P.) 

4. Ex de καὶ λογίδ» τις εςτιν ὁ λιας, Umodeesepos Aoye Ta ev cepym arpas Tov Θεὸν Oce λογε. 
In Matt. Comment. I. p. $07. (P.) © 

t “Ergo Deus omnium creator optimus, per summam suam potentiam, id est; 
§lium suum, (omnia enim per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est nthil,) ceelum 
terramque ante omnia creavit.” » Cyril. Alex. Opera, I. p. 17. (P.) 

§ Πασα de καὶ ra Kupis ἐνεργεια, ems τὸν πσαντοκράτορα τὴν ἀναφορὰν ἔχει, Καὶ EF IV, ὡς 
εἰπειν, παϊρικὴ τις evepyera ὁ vinc. Clemen. Alex. Strom. L. vii. Opera, p. 703. (P.) 
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Christ, this the logos of God, the arm of the Lord, almighty 
power, the will of the Father.” * 

Cyril of Alexandria expresses the same idea with greater 
precision. ‘ How,” says he, ‘“* was he” (Christ) ‘* made 
by the will of the Father, if the will of the Father be in 
him? For you must either suppose another wisdom by 
which he deliberated and made the Son, as you say,” (speak- 
ing to the Arians,) “ or if there be no other, but the Son 
alone is the wisdom of the Father, he is also his will; for 
the will of God consists in his wisdom.”t Gregory Nyssen 
also says, “ The Son, who is in the Father, knows the will 
of the Father; but rather he is the will of the Father.” + 
* What,” says Victorinus, ‘‘ is the will of the Father, but 
his silent word δ᾽ ὃ 

As these writers said, that though the Father emitted the 
logos, he did not deprive himself of logos, so some of them 
likewise supposed, that though the Son was the wd/ of the 
Father, the latter had another will like that of man. This 
is particularly allowed by Manuel Caleca, because, ‘ voli- 
tions,” as he says, “ have a beginning and an end; whereas 
neither the essence of God, nor the image of God, can begin 
or end.” || 

Instances occur in which Christ is considered as being the 
very soul of God. Indeed, this idea may have been per- 
ceived in some of the former quotations. Husebius says, there 
is “ one logos in God, which is almighty, and which 


* Καὶ Avy χαρίζομαι ὕμιν, τὴν yrwow τ Θεβ, τελείον ἐμαυον χαριζομαι. Telo εἰμι 
eyw, Tele βαλεῖαι ὁ Θεὸς, τοῖο συμφωνία ect, τοῖο ἁρμονια walpac, τοῖο wing, Talo Χριςος, 
τοῖο 6 λυγος τῷ Θεβ, βραχίων Κυριθ, δυγαμις των ὅλων, To ϑελημα Te warpos. Ad Gentes, 
Opera, p. 75. (P.) 

+ “Quomodo igitur per voluntatem patris factus est, si in eo patris voluntas est ? 
Nam aut alteram sapientiam fingere necesse est, in qua deliberavit et fecit filium, 
ut vos dicitis: aut si altera non est, sed solus filius sapientia patris est, ipse quoque 
voluntas ejus est: in sapientia enim Dei velle ipsius est.” Thesaurus, L. i. C. viii. 
Opera. Il. p. 230. (P.) 

1 Ηϑελησε τι ὁ παῆηρ, καὶ ὃ εν τῷ walpe wy ὕιος, Ede To Sedna τὸ warpoc’ μᾶλλον δὲ 
autos Te walpos eyevelo SeAnua. Contra Eunomium, Or. xii. Opera, Il. p. 845. (P.) 

§ “ Quid etiam est voluntas patris, nisi silens verbum?” Ad Artum, L. iii. Bib. 
Pat. V. p. 332. (P.) 

ἢ λέγεται be και addy βδλησις Ew τῆς arias ta Θεὸ κατ᾽ ανϑρωπινὴν ἐπιξολὴν νοθμενὴ 
----- Ἡ μὲν ἐσια te Θεὰ ete ἤρξατο ade πταυεῖαι" ate yap ἤρξατο ἡ εἰκὼν ate ἐπαυσατο" 
ἢ δὲ ϑελησις καὶ ἀρχεῖαι και wavelar. Manuel Caleca De Principiis. ““ποέμαγίαπε 
Combefis, 11. p. 222. (P.) 

§ “ More exactly the one word of God, or one the word of God, isc ὁ του Θεου 
Avy. I have some doubt about the sufficiency of this passage from Eusebius to 
prove the Doctor's point. Eusebius is here shewing, that, as there is but one 
Father, so there ought to be but one logos, and auimadverting upon the unreason- 
ableness of those who might complain that there were not more; and to shew this, 
he remarks that they might as well complain that there were not more suns, more 
moons, and more worlds, or systems, created. To evince the weakness of such 
objections as these, he says, that as one sun, in visible things, enlightened the whole 
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enlightens all things, as there is one soul, and’ one rational 
power in man.” * 

Origen, after speaking of the soul as a middle principle 
between the body and the spzrit, says, ‘‘ What then is the 
soul of God >” and he replies, that ‘ as every thing that is 
ascribed to God, as hands, fingers, eyes, feet, &c., means his 
attributes or powers, perhaps by the soul of God we are to 
understand his only-begotten Son; for, as the soul, being 
diffused through the whole body, animates every thing, and 
does every thing, so the only-begotten Son of God, which is 
his word, and his wisdom, extends to all the attributes of 
God, and is diffused through him.” + MM. Victorinus repre- 
sents Christ as ‘‘ the very being and action of the Father,” 
and says in his answer to the Arzans, that ** God cannot be 
without action.’+ In another passage of the same work, 
he calls Christ the form of the Father, defining form, if I 
understand him right, to be that which explains the being 
of a thing; or, as he elsewhere says, that by which God is 
seen. 

At length the absurdity of making Christ to be the proper 
reason, power, or will of God, seems to have struck some of 
the orthodox Christians ; and then, having no other resource, 
they made the doctrine of the divinity of Christ to be a 
mystery, thinking, by that means, to cut off all inquiry and 


- 


sensible world, so, in intelligible things, the one Jogos of God enlighteneth all things 
τὰ συμπαντα. And, as an illustration of this, he adds, that one soul, and one rational 
power in man, was the performer of many different works at the same time. From 
this view of Eusebius’s subject and reasoning, it does not seem to have been at all 
necessary to his subject, or indeed at all his business, directly to draw a parallel 
between the relation of the soul to man, and of the logos to God ; but to shew the 
relation of each to the several objects under their direction, and to evince by the 
sufficiency of one soul to preside over various employments, the ample sufficiency 
of one logos to direct and controul all things in the universe; and to explain and 
confirm his argument by this comparison, appears to me to be the sole intent of 
this passage. But the quotation from Origen, which follows this, contains in it all 
for which the Doctor produces it.” (X.) 

* ‘Eis 6 tov Θεὸν AcyO παντοδυναμος τὰ συμπαντα καταυγαζει" emer καὶ ev avOpwry 
jae Wyn καὶ use λογικὴ δυναμις. De Laudibus Const. C. xii. p. 753. (P.) 

+ “ Kt si fas est audere nos in tali re amplius aliquid dicere, potest fortasse anima 
Dei intelligi unigenitus filius ejus. Sicut enim anima, per omne corpus inserta, 
movet omnia, et agitat qua operatur universa: ita et unigenitus filius Dei, qui et 
verbum et sapientia ejus, pertingit et pervenit ad omnem virtutem Dei, et insertus 
est ei.” De Principiis, Opera, |. p. 703. (P.) 

{ “ Hoe enim quod Asyss est: ipse enim λόγος Deus est, unum ergo et ὅμοθσιον, 
non-enim sine actione Deus, sed intus operatur Deus, sicuti dictum. Substantia 
autem Dei imago est, actio, filiusque est, per quam intelligitur, et quod sit 
declaratur.” Ad Arium, L. i. Bib. Pat. V. p. 298. (P.) : 

§ “ Quoniam filius forma est patris: non autem nunc forma esse foris extra 
substantiam intelligitur, neque ut in nobis adjacens substantiz facies, sed substantia 
quzedam subsistens, in qua apparet et demonstratur quod occultatum et velatum est 
in alico, Deus autem ut velatum quiddam est: nemo enim videt Deum; forma - 
agitur filius, in quo videtur Deus.” Ibid. pp. $11,320. (P.) 
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objection. Ruffinus says, “Τὰ is to be believed, that God 
is the Father of his own Son our Lord, and not to be dis- 
cussed. For slaves must not dispute about the birth of their 
masters.” * 

Theophylact says, that ‘ Christ is the logos of God, but 
neither the inward logos,” (meaning reason,) ‘nor the exter- 
nal logos,” (meaning speech,) “nor any thing that can be 
explained by any property of man, being something peculiar 
to God.” + In this state the doctrine of the generation of 
the Son now rests, equally incapable of being understood or 
defended. 

We shall the less wonder at the extreme absurdity of the 
above quotations from the fathers, when we consider what 
wretched metaphysicians both they and the Platonists before 
them, and indeed all the philosophers of antiquity, were; 
and that the idea of a proper personification was not difficult, 
after it had been agreed that essence and power were the same 
thing, which I have shewn to be the language of the Pla- 
tonists ; and the same occurs in some of the Christian fathers. 
Thus Cyril of Alexandria says, that “ the Father is a simple 
act of energy.” t Maventius also says, that ““ with respect 
to God, who is of an impassible and incorruptible nature, 
nature and will are the same thing.”§ M. Voctorinus says, 
that ‘* power and substance are the same things in οὐ." 

The difference, however, between these things was per- 
ceived by Eunomius ; for M. Caleca says, that he made the 
Divine essence and operation to be different things, and that 
he blamed the orthodox for confounding them.”4[ Palamas 


* «“ Credendus est ergo Deus esse pater unici filii sui domini nostri, non discu- 

tiendus. Neque enim fas est servo de natalibus domini disputare.” Zn Symbol. 

.172. (P.) 

5 Ἵ Λογος εςιν, ek ἔργον, ade Kiowa’ Birla δὲ ονῖος τ Aoya, ὃ μεν γαρ esi ἐνδιαδ εἶος, ὃν 
καὶ μὴ λεγονῖες ἔχομεν, φημι δὴ τὴν TA λέγειν δυναμιν᾽ καὶ κοιμώμενος yap τις καὶ μὴ 
λέγων, ὅμως exer τὸν Aoyoy ἐν αὐτῳ κειμένον, Kou τὴν δυναμιν ex ἀπεξαλεν᾽ ὁ μεν ἐν ECW 
ἐνδιαΐδετος, ὁ de τροφορικος, dy καὶ δια τῶν χείλεων τὐροφερομεν, τὴν Te λέγειν δυνώμιν τὰ 
evdsatele, καὶ ενῖος Keimeve, εἰς ἐνεργειῶν τὐροώγονἾες" διτῆθ τοινυν ovTos Te Aoys, βδετερος 
relay ἅρμοζει ems Te Use τ Θεβ, ate yao τροφορίκος, ere ενδιωϑεῖος εςτιν ὃ λογος Te Θεβ᾽ 
ἐκεῖνοι μὲν YAO τῶν promo καὶ KAN ἡμας, ὃ δὲ τ τσαῖρος λογος ὕπερ φυσιν wy, Bx, ὑποβαλ- 
λεῖαι τοις καίω τεχνολογημᾶσιν. In Johan. C. i. Opera, I. p. 557. (P.) 

t “ Actus vel efficacia Pater.” De Trinitate, L. ii, Opera, 11. p. 386. (P.) 

§ “ Hec. que dicis composite et passibili naturze sunt propria, impassibili autem 
et incomposite non est aliud naturaliter aliud voluntarit quidpiam facere, sed 
prorsus unum atque idipsum est, quia ibi non aliud est natura, aliud voluntas, sed 
natura voluntas est, et voluntas natura.” Bib. Pat. V. p. 527. (P.) 

|| “Simul enim et filius, et in patre, et pater in filio: una ergo potentia, hoc est, 
una substantia existit, ibi enim potentia, substantia: nou enim aliud potentia, aliud 
substantia. Idem ergo ipsum est et patri et filio.” Ad Arium, L. 1. Bib. Pat. V. 
p- 300. (P.) 

4 Exisnvas ev alavda χρη» was Ἑυνομιος Oinpes μὲν ἀπὸ τῆς Bias τὴν εἐνεῤγειᾶν, ὡἧς 
eyrAnua Se, τὴν ταυ]οηῖα τοῖς ορίδοδοξοις wpoepepe. Combefis, Ll. p. 84. (P.) 
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also asserted, that the Divine essence and operation were 
different things; but on this account his antagonist, 27. 
—Caleca, calls him a polytheist. * 


Remarks on Eusebius. 
(See supra, p. 215.) 


“© Whether Eusebius was properly an Arzan or not, is a ques- 
tion which has long been debated, and appears to me not very 
easy to be absolutely decided; and while it remains unde- 
termined, it may perhaps be doubtful what construction f is 
to be put upon several of those passages of Eusebius, in 
which he seems to coincide with the sentiments of the ante- 
nicene orthodox. However, that he often speaks the same 
language with them, or approaches very nearly to it, 15 cer- 
tain. Two of the passages here quoted are evident instances 
of this. But I am not quite certain whether the last pas- 
sage which Dr. Priestley produces as an example of this, I 
mean that from Eusebius’s Epistle dd Cesarienses, (Theo- 
doriti Hist. Eccles.,) is the most full to the Doctor’s purpose ; 
for, immediately after the words here quoted, it follows not 
only ovlog ττάϊρος aes aeilpos, but ὡς καὶ βασιίλεως αει, και 
σωΐηρος δυναμει σαντο οντος. HEL τε κατὰ TA αὐτὸ και ὡσαυτως 
εχοντος. In the same sense in which the Father, according 


* Ex τϑτων δηλον, ὅτι τὴν ἐνεργειαν, ἦν διαχρινεσῦαι τῆς ὅσιας AEyeot, ταυῆην και Yeo- 
Tala καὶ ακῆιςτον ὁμολογβσι. Combefis, IL. p. 8. 

Ὥς εἰ τις πολλὰς σεοτήτας wapadebaito, τατον ἀναγχή καὶ πολλθς Sees ὁμολογειν. 
Ibid. p. 40. (P.) 

+ “*What construction,’ &c. To explain my meaning by an instance: Eusebius, 
(Dem. Evang. L. iv. C. ii.,) styles the Son τὴν wpororcxoy σοφιαν, ὅλην δὲ CAB νοερῶν 
Kab λογικὴν, nar Wavropoy, μῶλλον de auTovey, και αὐυτολογον, καὶ αυτοσοφιαν. But then 
he adds, with the appearance at least of a qualification of the application he had 
just been making of these terms to the Son, xa: ests δὲ avtoxaAoy καὶ αὐταγαῖδον 
ἐπινοεῖν ἐν ταις γενήτοις Seuss, Which may leave some room to question whether he 
understood these epithets in the same sense with the uncontrovertibly orthodox. 
In the oration on the dedication of the churches, (Euseb. Hist. Eccles. L. x. C. iv. 
addressed to Paulinus, Bishop of Tyre, and ascribed by many to Eusebius himself,) 
p- 384 of the Mentz edition, the speaker, mentioning the soul of man, calls it 
avrovoepay ecsay, produced by the Son ὁ Seoraic ex τϑ μη ovr», certainly not meaning 
that the intelligence was underived, or the intelligence of the Son who formed it ; 
but rather that intelligence is its essential quality, its proper characteristic, inse- 
parable from its being; or, to come nearer, if possible, to the force of the Greek 
word, that pure intelligence is its definition, that which constitutes it what it is. 
And, in like manner, I have sometimes been ready to think Eusebius might intend 
no more by several of these expressions than to give his very high sense of the 
person to whom he applies them. The Son is avrovas, avrodcy@», αυτοσοφια, that is, 
intelligence, reason, and wisdom itself, according to the same figure of speech, 
(though in a much more exalted meaning,) by which some persons, intending to 
Gisplay the excellence of a wise and good man, would say, he is wisdom and good- 
ness itself. But all this is to be considered merely as aquery.” (X.) 
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to Constantine, was always Father, he was always King 
and Saviour. But as it could never be Constantine’s inten- 
tion to say, that the subjects of God’s government and 
salvation were always, any otherwise than all his works may 
be said to be always, with him, as comprehended in his fore- 
knowledge and purposes ; so neither does it follow from this 
reason alone, that the Son had any existence in the Father 
prior to his being begotten, in any other sense, that is, as 
the Doctor has very properly rendered the word δυνάμει. 
(See Le Clere’s Ars Critzca, 111. p. 49, edit. 1700.) See 
also quotation* infra, Chapter iii. Sect. iv. Note, where 


the same manner of conceiving and reasoning seems to 


occur in the following words: Ὁ yap δεσπότης τῶν ὅλων avrog 
UmagywY τῷ WayTos ἡ ὑποσΐασις, κατα μεν THY μηδέπω γεγενη- 
μενὴν ποίησιν Μονος ἣν, xad0 ὃε warn δυναμις ὁρατῶν τε και 
ἀοράτων autos ὑποσίασις ἣν σὺν αὐτῷ σαντα. In the next 
words, Tatian may be thought to carry the matter farther 
with respect to the logos. But what I have here tran- 
scribed may be sufficient to throw some light on Constan- 
tine’s notion. Indeed his whole argument is little better 


than a quibble, and though it might suit Eusebius’s pur- 


pose to avail himself of it, could never satisfy him, nor, ἢ 
should think, any other person in the Council.” (X.) }* 


* In addition to Note δ, supra, p. 157, the same learned correspondent of the 
Author has the following remarks : ; 

“Ὁ know not whether the following passage in Casaubon’s Exercitationes im 
Baronium has ever fallen in Dr. Priestley’s way. If not, it may not be disagreeable 
to him to see it. ‘ Adfert Cyrillus, libro septimo contra impium Julianum, ex g 
διεξερχεῖαι τὸν autre wordy ξυναποτελων κόσμον, ὃν ἐταξε λογῷ», ὃ wavioy Sesolalos ὁραῖον. 
Ecce hic habes Avy per quem, ait Plato, factum esse mundum aspectabilem. 
Videtur dicere idem cum Johanne, et hoc est quod Cyrillus ait. Ceterum si rem 
peniles spectemus, Ay» Platonis, id est ratio illa quam ait ἃ Deo summo adhibitana 
in conditura mundi, longe est aliud quam verbum Christus apud Johannem, et 
ille λογίθ» ewrosartos, solis notus iis quibus sacra scriptura innotuit. Talia multa 
habeutur apud patres, in quibus homonymia possit parem cautis impouere.’ 

“ Anda little before these words, having quoted an observation from Basil relating 
to the same subject, he says, “ Hc viri summi admonitio in legendis veterum 
patrum scriptis apprime est necessaria. Multa enim in illorum monumentis occur- 
rant, ad hujus vocis illustrationem eleganter, ingeniose, addam et utiliter, pro tem- 
pore, excogitata, qua tamen doctrinam parum solidam contineant. Sic accipienda 
sunt quecunque ab illis proferuntur ex antiquis philosophis, ut probent etiam 
sapientibus inter gentes verbum fuisse notum quod celebrat Johannes.” P. 3, col. 
2, edit. Geneva, 1663." (X.) 


τ 
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CHAPTER III. 
The Defence of the preceding Doctrine by the Fathers. 


Ir is no wonder that this strange doctrine of the generation 
of the Son from the attributes of the Father should bring 
the orthodox Christians into some difficulties, and expose 
their scheme to objections ; or that, in order to defend it, 
they should have recourse to a variety of expedients. 
Accordingly, it appears, by the labour which they bestowed 
upon this subject, that the doctrine was, in fact, much 
objected to, and that, in their own opinion, it required to 
be well explained and defended. 

The first thing which they had to guard against was the 
diminution of the substance of the Father by the production 
of a Son from himself; and the next thing was to prevent 
the entire separation of the Son from the Father; for then 
there would have been two Gods, which the Gnostics, who 
held the doctrine of the emanation of all super-angelic 
beings from the Divine essence, readily acknowledged. 
But this having been so long decried, as a doctrine of 
the Gnostics, and being exceedingly offensive to the great 
body of common people among Christians, it could not be 
adopted. 

It was hardly possible to find any comparison in nature 
by which they could remove both these objections to their 
doctrine at the same time, viz. the loss of substance in the 
Father by the generation of the Son, and the entire separa- 
tion of the Son from him. All their explications, therefore, 
we find entirely fail in one respect or the other. The earliest 
of all the explanations of this doctrine is that of the issuing 
of words from men. The philosophizing Christians com- 
pared the emission of the logos from the Father to the 
emission of logos or reason from man, in speech or discourse ; 
and, miserably lame as this explanation obviously is, many 
of them could find no better, and therefore they took much 
pains to answer the objections that were made to it. Another 
famous comparison to which they had recourse in the earliest 
period, was the lighting of one torch at another. But though 
this did not take any thing from the light of the former torch, 
it made two distinct torches. Still, however, much use was 
made of this comparison, as being thought remarkably happy 
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in answering one of the objections. But I must proceed to 
explain their manner of reasoning by extracts from their own 
writings. 


SECTION I. 


The Generation of the Son from the Father, illustrated by the 
uttering of Words. 


TaTIAn says concerning the generation of the logos from 
the Father, that “it is by division, not by avulsion, because 
that which is cut off from its origin is entirely removed from 
it; but that which is divided” (or imparted) “ taking a por- 
tion of the ceconomy, * does not leave that from which it was 
taken, destitute. For as many fires are lighted by one torch, 
without any diminution of its light; thus the logos emitted 
from the power of the Father does not leave him void of 
logos.” ‘To explain this, he adds, “" 1 speak, and you hear, 
but by discoursing with you I do not become void of logos, 
by the transmission of my logos to you; but I propose, by 
the emission of my voice, to arrange some unformed matter 
in you.”’t This he, no doubt, meant to be a complete 
illustration of the emission of the dogos from the Father, in 
order to arrange the matter of the chaos out of which the 
world was made. 

To this explication it was obvious to object, that the 
emission of a word in speech is no generation of any thing, 
words being empty sounds, and nothing permanent. But 
the reply to this was, that words are empty things, and 
leave nothing permanent when uttered only by man; but 
that this is not the case with the words of God; the differ- 
ence in the beings from whom they proceed making a corres- 
ponding difference in the things which proceed from them. 
In the following passages Tertudlian states this hypothesis, 


* This, as part of a general proposition, is a very obscure expression. Had he 
been describing the emission of the Son from the Father in particular, it would 
have meant his assuming proper personality, in order to his taking part in the plan 
that was formed for the redemption of man, which is often called the economy. 
This phrase is, therefore, generally synonymous to the incarnation with the fathers. 
(P.) 

T Teyove δὲ κατὰ μερισμὸν, ov xara ἀποκοπην' τὸ yao ἀποϊμηδεν re πρωΐ KEXWOIS Al, 
τὸ δὲ μερισῖδεν ainovousas τὴν dipeaiy τροσλαΐον, οὐκ evden τὸν 6Sev ειληπΊαι wemonnev® 
ὥσπερ yap amo μιας δᾳδος 3 χ μεν Wupa Worra, τῆς δὲ τορωΐης δᾳδος δια τὴν εξαψιν 
τῶν πτολλὼν Sedov οὐκ ehatlelas το φως, ὅτω καὶ ὃ hayes τυροελῶων εκ τῆς Te πταῖρος δυνα- 
EWS, οὐκ ἄλογον τσεποιήκε τὸν γεγεννηκοτα" καὶ Yap αὑτὸς EyYW λαλω, καὶ ὕμεις ἀακϑεῖε, και 
ov δηπΒ δια τῆς pelabacens τα Aaya, κενὸς ὁ τπτροσομίλων λ0γ8 γινομαι" πρροξαλλομενος δὲ 
τὴν ἐμαυτβ φωνην, διακοσμειν τὴν ev ὕμιν ἀκοσμηῖἶον ὕλην wpononuar. Ad Graecos, Sect, 
vili. Opera, p.22, (Ρ.) 
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with the proof of it from the Scriptures, before he replies to 
the objection which I have mentioned. 

ςς Then therefore did the word (sermo) assume its form 
and dress, its sound and voice, when God said, Let there be 
hght. This is the perfect nativity of the word, when it 
proceeded from God, being first formed by him under the 
name of wisdom. The Lord formed me the beginning of his 
ways. Then it was effectually generated. When he prepared 
the heavens, I was present with him. By proceeding from 
whom, he became his Son, his first-born, as being begotten 
before all things, and only-begotten, as being alone generated 
out of God, from the womb of his heart; as the Father 
himself testifies, when he says, My heart 15 throwing out a 
good word, to whom rejoicing, the Father also rejoicing says, 
Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee. Before 
Lucifer have I begotten thee. So the Son also, under the 
name of wisdom, confesses the Father. The Lord formed 
me the beginning of his ways; before the hills has he 
begotten me. For if here wisdom seems to say that she was 
made for his works and ways, in another place it is shewn 
that all things are made by his word, and without it was 
nothing made. And again, by his word were the heavens 
made, and all their hosts by his spirit, viz. the spirit which 
is in the word. So that it is the same power which is some- 
times called wisdom, and sometimes the word.” * 

His stating of the objection and his answer to it are as 
follows: ‘* You suppose this sermo to be a substance, &c. 
—W hat, say you, is speech, but the voice and sound of the 
mouth, with a kind of vacuity, empty, and incorporeal? 
But I say that nothing empty and having vacuity can pro- 
ceed from God, as it does not proceed from what is empty 
and vacuity; nor can that want substance which proceeds 


* «Tune igitur etiam ipse sermo speciem et ornatum suum sumit, sonum et 
vocem, cum dicit Deus, Fiat lux. Hec est nativitas perfecta sermonis, dum ex 
Deo procedit: conditus ab eo primum ad cogitatum in nomine sophiz, Dominus 
condidit me initium viarum. Dehine generatus ad effectum: Cim pararet coelum, 
aderam illic simul. Exinde eum parem sibi faciens, de quo procedendo filius factus 
est, primogenitus, ut ante omnia genitus; et unigenitus, ut solus ex Deo genitus: 
proprié de vulva cordis ipsius, secundum quod et Pater ipse testatur, Eructavit cor 
meum sermonem optimum. Ad quem deinceps gaudens proinde gaudentem in 
persona illius, Filius meus es tu, ego hodie genui te. Et ante Luciferum genui te. 
Sic et filius ex sua persona profitetur patrem in nomine sophie, Dominus condidit 
me initium viarum in opera sua. Ante omnes autem colles generavit me. Nam 
si hie quidem sophia videtur dicere conditam se ἃ domino in opera et vias ejus: 
alibi autem per sermonem ostenditur omnia facta esse, et sine illo nihil factum : 
sicut et rursum, sermone ejus cceli confirmati sunt, et spiritu ejus omnes vires 
eorum ; ntique eo spiritu qui sermoni inerat: apparet unam eamdemque vim esse 
nunc in noniine sophiz, nunc in appellatione sermonis.” dd Praxeam, Sect. v.— 
vil. Opera, p. 508, (P) 


> 
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from so great a substance, and which has made so many 
substances.”’ * 

Lactantius answered the same objection in the same 
manner. ‘* Our breathings are dissoluble, because we are 
mortal; but the breathings of God live, remain, and have 
essence, because he is immortal, the giver of essence and 
life.” + The same answer is given by Origen, Athanasius, 
Epiphanius, Austin, and, 1 believe, many others. ‘* The 
logos of God,” says Origen, “ is not like that of all other 


persons. No other logos is living; no other logos is God, 


no other logos was in the beginning with him whose logos it 
was.’ Σ ‘ The word of man,” says Epzphanius, “ vanishes, 
but the word of God abideth,” alluding to Psalm cxviii. 89.§ 

Athanasius having spoken of the Father as the only God, 
because he only is unbegotten (αγεννητος)ὴ and the fountain 
of Deity; and of the Son as only God of God, says, in 
answer to the question how this logos can become a person 
in God, when it is not so in man, ‘‘ The word conceived in 
the mind.of man does not become man of man, since it does 
not live or subsist, but is only the motion of a living and 
subsisting heart. When it is pronounced, it has no conti- 
nuance, and being often uttered does not remain: whereas 
the Psalmist says, the word of the Lord remaineth for ever, 
and the Evangelist agrees with him,” &c. || 

Ruffinus makes the same comparison between the emis- 


* « Ergo; inquis, das aliquam substantiam esse sermonem, spiritu et sophice 
traditione constructam plant. Non vis enim eum substantivum habere in re per 
substanti# proprietatem, ut res et persona quedam videri possit, et ita capiat 
secuudus ἃ Deo constitutus duos efficere, patrem et filium, Deum et Sermonem. 
Quid est enim, dices, sermo, nisi vox et sonus oris et (sicut grammatici tradunt) 
aér offensus, intelligibilis auditu ; ceterum, vacuum nescio quid, et inane, et incor- 
porale? At ego nihil dico de Deo inane et vacuum prodire potuisse, ut non de 
inani et vacuo prolatum; nec carere substantia, quod de tanta substantia processit, 
et tantas substantias fecit.” Ad Praxeam, Sect. v. C. vii. Opera, p. 503. (P.) 

+ “ Nostri spiritus dissolubiles sunt, quia mortales sumus. Dei autem spiritus 
et vivunt, et manent, et sentiunt; quia ipse immortalis est, et sensis et vite dator.” 
Instit. L. iv. Sect. viii. p. 871. (P.) 

1 Outre yap ὃ λογος avrav raselos ες-ιν, Grae 6 ττανων λογίδ»" edevOv yap ὁ λογῷ» Cov, 
adevos 6 λογίθ» @eas’ ebevos yap ὁ λογί» ev apyn wpos εκεινον yy, ὅυ ὁ Aoy~Or qv. In Jer. 
Hom. xix. Comment. I. p. 184. (ἢ) 

§ Ov yap 6 του ανϑρωπου AvyOw, avSpwr@- argos τὸν ανϑρωπον᾽ ere yap Cn, ουτε ὑπεςη. 
καρδιας De ζωσης nak UPETWONS κινημώ ESL μόνον, καὶ οὐχ, ὑπος σις λεγεῖαι yap μα, καὶ 
παραχρήημα OUKETL εςινν αλλα λαλουμενίο» διαμένει" Tov de Θεοῦ 6 λογός, ὡς φησι τὸ ὧγιον 
συνευμα εν ςομαῖι του Προφητου" ὃ λογὸς σου εἰς τὸν αἰωνώ διώμενει. Heer, Ix. Opera, I. 
p- 609. (P.) 

| Ov yap ὁ λογῷ» του ανϑρωπου ανδρωπος esi τῦρος ανϑρωπον᾽ emer μη7ε Cov ext, μηῖε 
ὕφεςως, αλλα ζωσης καρδιᾶς καὶ ὑφες-ωσής κινημα μόνον᾽ καὶ λεγεῖαι τταραχρημα, καὶ ove 
εςι" χαὶ Wohhanes καλουμεν», οὐδέποτε διωμενει" τὸν δὲ του Θεὸν λογὸν ἀνωΐεν, ὁ Ψαλμωδος 
κεκράγει λεγῶν, εἰς τὸν αἰωνὰ ὃ λογῶ» σου διώμενει ἐν τῷ ουρανῳ" καὶ συμχβωνὼς auTy ὁ 
Θεὸν εἰναι τὸν Reger ὁμολογων ὁ Evalychisns, &c. De eterna Substantia ἘΠῚ, &c. 
Contra Sabellii Gregales, Opera, 1. p. 651. (P.) 
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sion of the logos in God and man, but hints that they are 
both equally mysterious. Treating of this subject, he says, 
‘Explain first, if you can, how the mind which is within 
you generates a word, and how the spirit of memory is in 
it; and though these are different in things and acts, yet 
they are one in substance and nature; and though they 
proceed from the mind, they are never separated from 
te 

Lactantius proposes and speaks to another difficulty on 
this subject. For the angels being likewise called spzrats or 
breathing of God, there was some danger lest they should 
be considered as beings of the same rank with the logos in 
Christ. But this writer observes, that there is a difference 
between a word which is emitted with a sound, and a mere 
breathing which is emitted without that circumstance; and 
this, according to him, sufficiently accounts for the difference 
between Christ and the angels. 

‘“‘ How,” says this writer, ‘‘ did he” (the Father) “ pro- 
create him” (the word)? ‘In the first place the works of 
God cannot be known, nor told by any person. But we» 
learn in the holy Scriptures, that the Son of God is the word 
of God, or reason; also, that the other angels of God are 
spirits, that is, breathings. For a word is a breathing 
emitted with a sound, expressive of something. But be- 
cause breathings and a word are emitted from different parts, 
(for breathings proceed from the nostrils, and a word from 
the mouth,) there is a great difference between the Son of 
God and the other angels. For they are selent breathings, 
emitted from God, because they were created for service, 
and not for the delivering the doctrine of God. But though 
he is also a spirit, yet since he issues from the mouth of 
God, with a voice, and a sound, like a word, for this reason 
he was to make use of his voice to the people, because he 
was to teach with authority the doctrine of God, and com- 
municate heavenly secrets to men.” + 

* « Expedi primo si potes, quomodo mens, qui intra te est, generet verbum, et 
qui sit in ea memorize spiritus: quomodo hec cum diversa sint rebus et actibus, 
unum tamen sint vel substantia vel natura, et cum é mente procedant, nunquam 
tamen ab ipsa separentur.” In Symbol. Opera, p. 172. (P.) 

+ “ Quomodo igitur procreavit? Primum nec sciri ἃ quoquam possunt, nec 
narrari opera divina; sed tamen sanctz litera docent ; in quibus cautum est illum 
Dei filium, Dei esse sermonen; sive etiam rationem ; itemque cateros angelos Dei 
spiritus esse. Nam sermo est spiritus cum voce aliquid significante prolatus. Sed 
tamen quoniam spiritus, et sermo diversis partibus proferuntur; si quidem spiritus 
naribus, ore sermo procedit; ‘magna inter hunc Dei filium, et czteros angelos 
differentia est. Illi enim ex Deo taciti spiritus exierunt; quia non ad doctrinam 


Dei tradendam, sed ad ministeriam creabantur. Ille vero cum sit et ipse 
spiritus: tamen cum voce, ac sono ex Dei ore processit, sicut verbum, ea scilicet 
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Absurd as is this notion of the generation of the Son by 
merely uttering a word, we find the same or similar expla- 
nations of this doctrine after the Council of Nice. Austin 
says, ‘‘ The Father shews every thing to the Son, and in 
shewing, generates the Son.” * But in another passage he 
makes a difference between the uttering of a word in man 
and in God. ‘“ We do not,” he says, generate sounding 
words, but we make them.” + But Cyril of Alexandria, 
quoting Psalm xlv. 1, My heart is throwing out a good matter, 
says, ‘* The Father produces the Son without passion, as a 
wise man, out of his own wisdom, produces any work that 
he has thought of, as of geometry, or music,” &c.+ 

This comparison of the word of God to that of man, we 
find so late as Fudgentius, who also infers the dignity of the 
word from the dignity of the mind that produces it. ὃ 


SECTION II. 


The Generation of the Son from the Father, illustrated by the 
Prolation of a Branch of a Tree from the Root, &c. 


Havirna, I imagine, pursued this phantom far enough, I 
shall proceed to consider the generation of the Son from the 
Father in a more substantial manner, viz. as that of a branch 
Jrom a root, or a river from a spring, &c., which was likewise 
very common with the early fathers. This, however, came 
so near to the system of the Gnostic emanation of celestial 
beings from the Supreme Mind, that it could not but give 
some alarm. This objection, therefore, those who have 
recourse to this explanation of the generation of the Son 
endeavour to guard against. 


ratione, quia voce ejus ad populum fuerat usurus; id est, quod ille magister futurus 
esset doctrinz Dei, et coelestis arcani ad homines perferendi.” Jnstit. L. iv. Sect. 
vill. p. 8571. (P.) 

* “Pater ostendit filio quod facit, et ostendendo filium gignit.” In Johan, 
Tr. xxiii. C. v. Opera, 1X. p. 204. (P.) 

+ “ Nos quippe non gignimus sonantia verba, sed facimus.” De Symbol. C. i. 
Opera, 111. p. 141. (P.) 

1 “ Preterea, sic ex seipso, absque passione, filium genuit pater, sicut si sapiens 
ex sapientia sua quicquam excogitaverit atque pepererit, veluti geometriam, musi- 
cam aut aliquid hujusmodi.” Thesaurus, L. i. C. vii. Opera, 11. p. 229. (P.) 

§ “ Sed sic est verbum apud Deum, sicut est in mente verbum, sicut in corde 
consilium: cum enim mens apud se verbum habet, utique cogitando habet, quia 
nihil aliud est apud se dicere, quam apud se cogitare. Cum ergo mens cogituat, et 
cogitando verbum intra se generat, de sua substantia generat yerbum, et sic illud 
verbum generat de se, ut genitum habeat apud se. Nec minus aliquid habet ver- 
bum, quod ex mente nascitur quam est meus de qua nascitur, quia quanta est mens 
que generat verbum, tantum est etiam ipsum verbum.” Ad Monimum, L. iii. C, 
vil. p. 489. (P.) 
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“We see, in Athenagoras, what great stress was laid on the 
idea of a perfect union between the Father and the Son. 
He says, that “as all things are subject to the emperor and his 
son, so all things are subject to the one God, and him who 
is by him considered as his Son, but undivided from him.” * 

Tertullian, in his answer to the objections that were made 
to the generation of the Son from the Father, seems to have 
aimed at nothing besides making out a scheme different from 
that of the Gnostics, which, in his time, was a doctrine pecu- 
liarly offensive. All his object, therefore, is to shew that 
the Son, though deriving his being from the Father, still 
remained united to him. “If any one,” says he, ‘“ thinks 
that I am introducing some probole, that is, the production 
of one thing from another, as Valentinus makes, by pro- 
ducing one of his zons from another.——Valentinus sepa- 
rates his proboles from their author, and so far, that the zon 
does not know his father.——But with us the Son only 
knows the Father.—For God produced his word—as a root 
produces a branch, a fountain a river, and the sun a beam 
of light. For these things are the proboles of their respective 
substances.—Neither is the branch separated from the root, 
the river from the fountain, or the beam from the sun. So 
neither is the word from God. So that, according to this 
example, I profess that 1 make God and his word two, the 
Father and his Son. For the root and branch are two, but 
joined ; the fountain and the river are two, but undivided ; 
and the sun and the beam are two, but cohering.” + 

This writer’s fear of making a separation between the Son 
and the Father appears very strongly in the following passage, 
which has a view to the Unitarzans, to whom he thought it 
necessary to make frequent apologies: ‘‘ He that is unlearned 
or perverse takes this in a wrong sense, as if I favoured a 


* ὡς yap ὕμιν wal: καὶ tip πσαντὰ κεχειρωται, avortey τὴν βασιλειαν εἰληῴοτι, ὅτως 
im τῷ Θεῳ καὶ τῷ Wap αὐτου λογῳ Uiw νοϑμενῳ ἀμεριςῳ σαντα ὑποτεταχται. Apol. p. 
140. (P.) 

+ “ Hoc si qui putaverit me προξολὴν aliquam introducere, id est, prolationem 
rei alterius ex altera, quod fecit Valentinus, alium atque alium zonem de zone 
producens. Valentinus probolas suas discernit et separat ab autore: et ita longe 
20 ponit, ut zon patrem nesciat.——Apud nos autem solus filius patrem novit, et 
sinum patris ipse exposuit, et omnia apud patrem audivit et vidit; et que man- 
datus est ἃ patre, ea et loquitur.——Protulit enim Deus sermonem, quamadmodum 
etiam paracletus docet, sicut radix fruticem, et fons fluvium, et sol radium. Nam 
et iste species probole sunt earum substantiarum, ex quibus prodeunt.——Nec 
frutex tamen ἃ radice, nec fluvius ἃ fonte, nec radius 4 sole discernitur, sicut nec ἃ 
Deo sermo. Igitur secundum horum exemplorum formam, profiteor me duos 
dicere, Deum et sermonem ejus, patrem et filium ipsius. Nam et radix et frutex dux 
res sunt, sed conjuncta:; et fons et flamen duc species sunt, sed indivisz; et sol et 
radius duz forme sunt, sed coherentes.” Adv. Praxeam, Sect. viii. Opera, p- 504. 
(P.) 


FROM THE FATHER. 931 


diversity, and as if this diversity implied a separation of the 
Father and the Son. This I urge from necessity, when 
they contend that the Father, Son and Spirit must be the 
same, flattering the monarchy against the ceconomy ; when I 
say that making the Son another from the Father, I do not 
make him defferent from him, but only maintain a distribu- 
tion. Ido not make a division but a distinction. For the 
Father and Son are not the same, nor yet another, from 
another model. For the Father is all substance; but the 
Son a part of this substance, and a portion, as he himself 
professes: The Father is greater than I.” * 

We see the same care to guard against a division of the 
Father and Son in Hippolytus. ““ By speaking of another,” 
he says, “I do not make two Gods, but as light from light, 
water from the spring, or a beam of light from the sun. For 
the power of the whole is one; the Father is the whole, and 
the logos is his power.” + 

On another occasion Tertullian says, that the term τσροβολη 
(probole), which has been much used by the G@nostics, was 
not the worse on that account, and therefore he should not 
scruple to make use of it in his own sense, or the corres- 
ponding Latin term prolatio. Speaking of the Son, *‘ He 
was,” he says, “ prolated out of God, and generated by 
prolation, and therefore the Son of God, and called God 
from an unity of substance.” He then compares this pro- 
lation of the Son from the Father, to one light produced from 
another, without any loss of the original light.—** This ray 
of God,” he says, ““ going into a certain virgin, became flesh 
in her womb, and was born a man, mixed with God. The 
flesh animated by the spirit is nourished, grows up, speaks, 
teaches, operates, and is Christ.” + In after times the Arians 


* « Male accipit idiotes quisque aut perversus hoc dictum, quasi diversitatem 
sonet, et ex diversitate separationem protendat, patris et filii et spirits. Neces- 
sitate autem hoc dico cum eumdem patrem et filium et spiritum contendunt, adversus 
ceconomiam monarchiz adulantes, non tamen diversitate alium filium a patre, sed 
distributione; nec divisione alium, sed distinctione ; quia non sit idem pater et filius, 
vel modulo alius ab alio. Pater enim tota substantia est: filius vero derivatio totius 
et portio sicut ipse profitetur, quia pater major me est.” Ad Praxeam, Sect. ix. 
Opera, p. 504. (P.) 

+ Καὶ ἕυτως πταριςατο αὐτῷ ἕτερος. Ἕτερον λεγων ov δυο Seous λεγω, add’ ὡς φως εκ 
putes, ἡ ὡς ὕδωρ ex Wyns, ἡ ὡς ακτινα ἀπὸ ἥλιου. Avyauss yap pia ἡ εκ TOU παντὸς, τὸ 
δὲ way Πατήρ, εξ ὃν δυναμις λογος. Contra Noetum, Sect. xi. Opera, p. 18. (Ρ.) 

t “Ηυηςε ex Deo prolatum dicimus, et prolatione generatum, et id circo filium 
Dei, et Deum dictum ex unitate substantiz, nam et Deus spiritus, et cum radius ex 
sole porrigitur, portio ex summa; sed sol erit in radio, quia solis est radius, nec 
separatur substantia, sed extenditur. Ita de spiritu spiritus, et de Deo Deus, ut 
lumen de lumine accensum, manet integra et indefecta materie matrix, etsi plures 
inde traduces qualitatem mutueris. Ita et quod de Deo profectum est, Deus est, et 
Dei filius et unus ambo. Ita et de spiritu spiritus, et de Deo Deus. Modulo alterum, 
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- 


charged the orthodox with this doctrine of prolation, as not 
differing from that of the Gnostzes, %# 

Tertullian was so far carried away with this idea of genera- 
tion, that, always delivering himself without reserve, and as 
clearly as he possibly could, he appears not to have been very 
solicitous about maintaining the proper unity of the Father 
and Son, attending only to this one circumstance, that they 
were of the same substance and strictly connected. ‘The 
persons in the Trinity,” says he, “are three, not in state, but 
degree ; not in substance, but in form; not in power, but 
appearance; but of one substance, and one state, and one 
power, because there is one God, from whom those degrees, 
forms, and species, in the name of Father, Son, and Spirit 
are deputed.” + He therefore observes, that when our Sa- 
viour says, [John x. 30,] “1 and my Father are one,” he 
used the neuter gender. ‘‘ He says unum, in the neuter 
gender, which does not imply one person, but unity, likeness, 
conjunction, the love of the Father to the Son, and the 
obedience of the Son to the will of the Father.”+ This 
respected the Sabellians, who laid great stress on Christ’s 
saying that he and the Father were one. These were the 
philosophical Unitarians, who adhered strictly to the doctrine 
of one God. 

With a view to the Unztarians, who were the majority of 
the common Christians in the time of Tertullian, as he par- 
ticularly acknowledges, he is obliged to use a good deal of 
management, and though he contends for the propriety of 
calling the Son God, as a branch trom God the Father, yet 
so great was the superiority of the Father to the Son, that he 
says he does not choose to call the Son God, when the Father 


non numero; gradu non statu fecit. Et 4 matrice non recessit, sed excessit. Iste 
igitur Dei radius, ut retro semper predicabatur, delapsus in virginem quamdam, 
et in utero ejus caro figuratus, nascitur homo Deo mistus, caro spiritu instructa 
nutritur, adolescit, affatur, docet, operatur, et Christus est.” Apol. Sect. xxi. 
Opera, p. 19. (P.) 

* « Volentes igitur hzretici, Dei filium non ex Deo esse, neque de natura, et in 
natura Dei ex Deo Deum natum, cum jam superius commemorassent unum Deum 
solum verum, neque adjecissent, et patrem, ut unius veritatis esse patrem, et filium 
exclusa proprietate nativitatis negarent dixerunt. Nec ut Valentinus prolatione 
natum patris commentatus est: ut sub specie hereseos Valentinianez, nomine pro- 
lationis improbato, nativitatem Dei ex Deo improbarent.” Hilary, L. vi. Opera, 

. 102. (P.) 
τ + “ Tres autem non statu, sed gradu; nec substantia, sed forma; nec potestate, 
sed specie; unius autem substantiz, et unius stat(is, et unius potestatis; quia unus 
Deus, ex quo et gradus isti et forme et species, in nomine patris et filii et spiritis 
sancti deputantur.” Ad Praxeam, Sect. ii. p. 501. (P.) 

t “ Unum dicit, neutrali verbo, quod non pertinet ad singularitatem, sed ad 
uvitatem, ad similitudinem, ad conjunctionem, ad dilectionem patris, qui filiam 
diligit, et ad obsequium filii, qui yoluntati patris obsequitur.” Ibid. Sect. xxii. 
Opera, p. 513. (P.) 
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had been mentioned immediately before. ‘ 1 do not abso- 
lutely say that there are Gods and Lords, but I follow the 
apostle ; aud if the Father and the Son are to be named toge- 
ther, 1 call the Father, God, and Jesus Christ, Lord; though ἢ 
can call Christ, God, as the apostle, when he says, of whom is 
Christ, who is God over all, blessed for ever. For, separately 
taken, I call a beam of light the sun; but speaking of the 
sun, whose beam it is, 1 do not immediately call the beam 
the sun. For though I do not make two suns, yet I say 
that the sun and his beam are two things, and two species 
of one undivided substance; like God and his word, the 
Father and the Son.” * 

The ideas of Lactantius on this subject seem to have been 
very much the same with those of Tertullian, as has been 
seen in former instances ; and, like him, he is chiefly careful 
to guard against the separation of the Son from the substance 
of the Father, lest he should make different Gods. ‘“* When 
we say that the Father is God, and the Son, God, we do not 
mean a different God, nor do we separate them. For neither 
can the Father be without a Son, nor the Son without a 
Father. Nor can the Son be separated from the Father; as 
the Father cannot have his name without the Son, nor the 
Son be generated without a Father. Since, therefore, the 
Father produces a Son, and the Son becomes one, there is 
one mind, one spirit, one substance, common to them both. 
But the Father is like an exuberant fountain, and the Sona 
river flowing from it. The Father is as the sun, the Son as 
a beam stretched from the sun; who, because he is faithful, 
and dear to the Father, is not separated from him, as the river 
is not separated from the spring, nor the beam of light from 
the sun; because the water of the spring is in the river, and 
the light of the sun in the beam. In lke manner, neither 
is the voice separated from the mouth, nor the power or the 
hand separated from the body. When the same person is 
called by the prophets the hand of God, and the power, and 
the word of God, there is no separation between them. For 


* “Ttaque deos omnino non dicam, nec dominos; sed apostolum sequar, ut si 
riter nominandi fuerint pater et filius, Deum patrem appellem, et Jesum Christum 
ominum nominem. Solum autem Christum potero, Deum dicere, sicut idem 
apostolus. Ex quibus Christus, qui est, inquit, Deus super omnia, benedictus in 
#2vum omne. Nam et radium solis seorsum solem vocabo; solum autem nominans 
cujus est radius, non statim et radium solem appellabo, Nam etsi soles duos non 
faciam, tamen et solem et radium ejus tam duas res, et duas species unius indivise 
substantie numerabo, quam Deum et sermonem ejus, quam patrem et filiam.” 
Ad Praxeam, Sect. xiii. Opera, p. 507. (P.) 
VOL, VI. 25 
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the toneve subservient to the speech, and the hand, in which 
is power, are inseparable parts of the body.” * 

Tertullian appears, however, not a little embarrassed with 
the question how the Father can be called the one God, if 
the Son, though connected with him, can, in any proper 
sense, even where the [Father is not mentioned, be called 
God; but he seems to satisfy himself with saying, that as 
the proper style of the Father before he had a Son was that 
of the one God, he could not lose it in consequence of having 
a Son, especially as that Son derives his divinity from his 
inseparable connexion with the Father. ‘* Without injuring 
the rights of the Son, the Father,” he says, ‘‘ may be called 
ithe only God, which was his original title, whenever he is 
named without the Son. But he is named without the Son 
when he is spoken of as the first person, which is to be 
named before that of the Son; because the Father is first 
known, and the Son after the Father. Wherefore there is 
one God the Father, and no other besides him; when he 
says which, he does not deny the Son, but some other 
God; for the Son is not another from the Father—as if the 
sun had said, I am the sun, and besides me there is no other 
except my beam.” + 

One of Austen’s explanations of the generation of the 
Son bears some resemblance to those of a branch from the 
root, and of a river from a spring; but a much greater to the 
Gnostic prolations. “ As the Son,” says he, “ is from the 
Father, so the woman is from the man,”+ meaning Eve 

* “Ctm dicimus Deam patrem, et Deum filium, non diversum dicimus, nec 
utrumque secernimus, quia nee pater sine filio potest; nec filius ἃ patre secerni, 
siquidem nec pater sine filio nuncupari, nec filius potest sine patre generari. Cutim 
igitur et pater filium faciat, et filius fiat; una utrique mens, unus spiritus, una 
substantia est; sed ille quasi exuberans fons est, hic tanquam deflueus ex eo rivus ; 
ile tanquami sol, hic quasi radius ἃ 8016 poricetus, qui quoniam summo patri et 
fidelis, et carus est, non separatur, sicut nec sivus ἃ fonte, nec radius ἃ sole; quia et 
aqua fontis in rivo est, et solis lumen in radio, A"que neque vox ab ore sejungi, 
nec virtus, aut manus ἃ corpore divelli potest. Cum igitur ἃ pruphetis idem manus 
Dei, et virtus, et sermo dicatur, utique nulla discretio est ; quia et Jingua sermonis 
ministra est, et manus, in qua est virtus, individua: sunt corporis portiones.” —_L, iv. 
Sect. xxix. p. 446. (P.) 

+ “Salvo enim filio, recte unicum Deum potest determinasse, cujus est filius. 
Non enim desinit esse qui habet filium ipse unicus, suo scilicet nomine, quotiens 
sine filio nominatur. Sine filio autem nominatur, chm principaliter determinatur 
ut prima persona, que ante filii nomen erat proponenda; quia pater ante cognos- 
citur, et post patrem filius nominatur. Igitur unus Deus pater, et alinus absque eo 
non est. Quod ipse inferens, non filium negat, sed alium Deum, ceterum, alius ἃ 
patre filius non est.—Alium enim etiam filium fecisset, quem de aliis excepisset. 
Puta solem dicere: Ego sol, et alius prtater me non est, nisi radius meus.” Ad 
Prazeam, Sect. xviii. Opera, p. 510. (P.) rage 

τ “ Ut quemadmodum de patre est filius, sic et de viro mulier.” Questiones in 
V.T. xxi. Opera, IV. p. 718. (P.) 
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from Adam. For here unhappily the woman was entirely 
detached from the man. 

In the oration of Constantine, the union of the Son with 
the Father is preserved on a more metaphysical principle, 
viz. that of the Divine nature having no relation to place. 
‘For he that came from him is united to him again; for 
the separation and union, being not topically but zntellec- 
tually that which is produced, was attended with no loss of 
any thing within the Father, as in the case of seeds.” # 

Justin Martyr, and others, thought that the comparison 
of lighting one lamp at another happily illustrated the pro- 
duction of the Son from the Father. But it was afterwards 
perceived that, according to this, there must be an entire 
separation between them. On this idea He/ary objects to it 
as having been used by Merax. + 


SECTION III. 


Why only one Son was generated; the Objection of Generation 
emplying Passion considered, and why the Son and Holy 
Spirit did not generate, δε. 


AnoTHeER difficulty that remained with the orthodox 
was to account for the Father having no more than one Son ; 
and for this different reasons are given, but all of them, as 
will be imagined, very lame ones. “If,” says Athanasius, 
‘*‘ they suppose the Father to generate at all, it is better and 
more pious to say that God is the Father of only one logos, 
who is the fulness of his Godhead, and in whom are all the 
treasures of knowledge.” ¢ 

Another reason, given by Auffinus, is more curious, but 
not more satisfactory. ‘‘ We believe,” says he, * in one 
only Son of God, our Lord; for one is generated from one, 
as the splendour of one light, and there is one word of the 
heart. Neither does incorporeal generation proceed to the 
plural number, nor does it fall into division; where that 
which is generated is never separated from that which gene- 
rates it. It is one, as sense to the mind, as a word to the 


5. Ὃ δε εξ exewva ἔχὼν τὴν avadopay, εἰς εκεινὸν ἕνουται Wahu εκεινῳ τῆς διαστάσεως 
συΐκρισεως τε, ov τοπίκως, ἀλλα νρερως γινομενής᾽ ov yap ζημία τιν: τῶν το αἴρωων σπλαγχνων 
συνες-ἡ τὸ yevynver, ὥσπερ ἀμελεῖ Ta εκ σπερμάτων. (. ii, ρ. 076. (P.) 

+ “ Sed nec sicut Hierachas lucernam de lucerna, vel lampadem in duas partes.” 
De Trinitate, L. vi. p. 105. (P.) 

1 Es yap ὅλως γεννῶν αὐτὸν ὑπονοθσιν, βελτιον Erk Km ευσεξεςερον λέγειν ἕνος esvas Avys 
yevintopa, τὸν Θεὸν, ὃς ext τὸ πληρωμῶ τῆς δεοτητος αὐτου, ἐν 4 καὶ δὶ ὅησαυροι σ'ασης τὴς 
γνώσεως εἰσι, Oratio Brevis, Opera, II. Ρ, 25. (P.) 
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heart, as courage to the brave, and wisdom to the wise.” * 
He owns, however, that these examples are imperfect. 

The following answer of Eusebius tends rather to satisfy 
us, that it is better that there should be but one Son of God 
than more of them ; but, for the reason that he alleges, it 
would have been better still that there had been no Son at 
all. ‘* There can be only one Son of God, because in more 
there would be diversity, and difference, and an introduction 
of evil.” + He also compares this case to the emission of 
light, and not darkness, from the sun; but then it is obvious 
to remark that there might have been many beams of light 
from the same sun. 

A much more formidable objection still to this doctrine 
of paternal generation was, that it implies passzon, from 
which it was an incontrovertible maxim, that the Divine 
nature is exempt. It was particularly a maxim with the 
Platonists, and is expressed by Plato himself, + that gene- 
ration is always accompanied with passion. ““ Had it been 
said,” says Bas, “ in the beginning was the Son, and not 
the logos, it would have given us an idea of passion.” § 
But the answer to this was, that this mysterious generation 
of an incorporeal being was a very different thing from that 
which is so called in corporeal ones. In answer to those 
who said that God would be diminished if he produced a 
Son from himself, Orzgen thought it sufficient to say, ‘““ You 
consider God as corporeal.’’|| And the same answer was 
thought to suffice for this objection. Gregory Nazzanzen, in 
answer to the question, ‘‘ How generation can be without 
passion,” says, ‘‘ because God is incorporeal.”4] Again he 
says, ‘ The Deity is without passion, though he generates.”** 


* «ὁ Unicum hunc esse filium Dei dominum nostrum. Unus enim de uno nasci- 
tur: quia et splendor unius est lucis, et unum est verbum cordis: nec in numerum 
pluralem defiuit incorporea generatio, nec in divisionem cadit, ubi qui nascitur 
nequaquam ἃ generante separatur. Unicus est ut menti sensus, ut cordi verbum, ut 
forti virtus, ut sapientia sapienti.” In Symbol. p. 174. (P.) 

ἵ Ev yap waewow ἑτερότης esas καὶ διαφορὰ καὶ Ta χείρονος εἰσωγωγή. Demonstratio, 
» leg iv. ( ili. p- 147. (PL) 

{ Γίγνεται δὴ πταντῶν γενεσις, vik’ ἂν τι wartes n* δηλοὸν ὡς ὅποταν ἀρχὴ Aabsoa avbny, 
εἰς τὴν δευτεραν ελθῃ μεταξασιν. Plato De Legibus, L. x. p. 668. Ed. Geneve. 
(P.) 

§ Ex δὲ εἶπεν ev apyn qv ὃ ὕιος, τῇ Wpoonyopia Tov vie συνεισηλδεν av σοι ἡ WEPE TOU 
wakes ἐννοια. Hom. xvi. Opera, |. p. 486. (P.) 

\| AxorouSer δὲ auroras σωμα λέγειν Tov warepa καὶ τὸν ὕὗιον; καὶ διῃρησῦαι Tov wal Epa, 
περ Est δογματα FO 6h μηδ᾽ οναρ PUTIY LOPATOY και ὠσωμῶτον ττεφαντασμενων, ουσῶν 
κυριὼς outer’ ὄντοι δε δηλον ὅτι ev σωματικῷ Toy δωσόυσι τὸν WaTEpa, Kas τὸν ὗιον τοπὸν 
εκ τόπου αμειψαντα σωματικῶς επιδεδημήκενῶι TH δίῳ, καὶ OUR’ κωταςῶσιν EK KATASATEDS, 
εἷσπερ ἥμεις εἐξειληφαμεν. Comment. II. 0. 806. (P.) 

4] Πως ovy οὐκ ἐμπαῦδης ἡ γεννῆσις 5 ὅτι ἀσωμῶτος. Or. xxxv. p.563. (P.) 

** Anavtes yap τὸ Deroy, καὶ εἰ γεγεννῆκεν, Ibid, xxiit. p. 422. (P.) 
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It should seem from the pains that were taken to answer 
this objection to the doctrine of generation by the eternal 
Father, that it was much ridiculed by the profane and here- 
tical wits of that age. They said that “ to the act of genera- 
tion there must be tle concurrence of two persons.”” To 
this Ruffinus gravely answers, “" Do not think that God 
needs any marriage, to generate a Son.” ‘ My heart,” he 
says, ‘“‘ throws out a good logos, (that is,) 1 have from 
eternity generated a Son from myself; and know, O man, 
thy heart generates counsel without a wife.” * 

‘*God and man,” says Damascenus, ‘‘ do not generate 
in the same manner; for God being exempt from time, 
origin. passion, fluxion, or body, and alone without end, 
generates without regard to time, origin, passion, or flux- 
ion; so that this incomprehensible generation has neither 
beginning nor end.” + This passage is curiously en- 
larged upon by Billius,t his commentator.§ The doc- 
trine of the generation of the Son, says Aidary, is much 
ridiculed, as they say it implies the necessity of a wife to 
God, &c.|| 

Another equally troublesome objection to this doctrine of 
Divine generation, was, that there might be no bounds to it. 
lf the Father, they said, can generate a son, the Son also, 
having the same powers, might generate also, and the Spirit 
likewise, if he was properly God, and had all the energy of 
God. “If,” says Photius, ‘‘ the Son be generated from the 
Father, and the Spirit proceed from the Father and the Son, 
why should it be peculiar to the Spirit, that another should 


* « Ne putares aliquo conjugio indiguisse Deum, unde filium generaret: Eructavit 
(inquit) cor meum verbum bonum, id est, ex me ipso eternaliter genui filium. 
Hodie cor tuum, homo, generat consilium: nec quieris uxorem.” In Ps. xly. 
Opera, Il. p. 101. (P.) 

+ “ Nec eodem modo, Deus et homo gignunt. Deus enim, ut qui temporis, et 
priticipii passionisque, et fluxionis, ac corporis, expers est, solusque fine careat, 
ita citra tempus quoque, ac principium, et passionem, atque fluxionem, et sine ullo 
venereo congressu, gignit; ac nec principium nec finem habet incomprehensibilis 
ipsius generatio.” Orthod. Fid. L. i. C. viii. p. 260. (P.) 

t “ Jacques de Billi—mourut ἃ Paris, en 1581.—Peu de Savans ont mieux po- 
sedé la langue Greeque.” Nouv. Dict. Hist. 1. p. 411. 

§ “ Gignit igitur assidue pater filium perfectissimum, ut ab eterno genuit, neque 
ab hujusmodi gignendi officio desiturus est unquam.—Et in hoc manifestum est 
discrimen generationis hujus divine ad humanum que finem habet, et tandem ex 
impotentia cessat, cum ingravescente tate sterilescunt prius foecundi pareutes : 
sicut in aliis plerisque sigillatim et certa quadam serie in littera digestis, he due 
eat ab invicem discrepare dignoscuntur.” Orthod. Fid. L. i. C. viii. p. 
264. (P. 

ic Navn si filius necesse est ut et foemina sit, et colloquium sermonis, et com- 
punctio conjugalis verbi et blandimentum, et postremum ad generandum naturalis 
machinula,” Contra Constantium, Opera, p. 828. (P.) 
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not proceed from him?’* To this he suggests no satisfac- 
tory answer. 

The Macedonian, in Athanasius, does assign a reason, 
supposing it not to be in itself impossible, but only improper. 
« Both the Macedonians and the orthodox,” says he, “ sup- 
pose that the Spirit could have generated a son as well as 
the Father; but that he did not choose to do it, lest there 
should be a multiplicity of Gods.” ¢ 

Notwithstanding all these objections, the importance of 
this doctrine of the generation of the Son from the Father 
was thought to be so great, that it was represented as if the 
very being of the Father himself depended upon it. ‘“ If 
there had been no Son,” says Gregory Nyssen, ‘there could 
have been no Father; if no beam, no sun; if no image, no 
substance.” + Athanasius represents this generation as a 
necessary consequence from the nature of Deity. ‘“ [f God,” 
he says, “ is a fountain, and light, and a Father, it cannot be 
that a fountain should be dry, that light should be without 
beams, or God without logos; lest he should be without 
wisdom, without reason, and without light.” § 

Cyril of Alexandria also compares the relation of the 
Son to the Father to that of splendour to the sun, and heat 
to the fire, both being inseparable, and also coeval. ‘* And 
though the sun,” he says, ‘“‘ emits splendour, and the fire 
heat, yet the sun cannot be without its splendour, nor the fire 
without its heat.” || But this did not apply to the Son or 
the Spirit, for the Father only was considered as the fountain 
of Deity. 


* Ex: δὲ, εἰ ex τῷ πσαῖρος ὃ ὑιος yeyevvylas, τὸ de weve εκ τ Walpos καὶ TB VIB EKTO- 
ρευεῖαι" τις ἡ καινοίομια Te wvevuatos, μὴ nou Elepoy τι αὐτῷ exmemopevertas, Hp. ii. p. 
53., (Ὁ 

+ OPO: Eay ev ϑελησῃ 6 vio, τῆς αὐτῆς ὧν hea τῳ ταῖρι, δυναται γεννησῶι viv" 
MAK. Nas δυναται" aan ἵνα μη Seoyomay διδωχϑώμεν, το ov σοιει. Con. Mac. Dial. 
i. Opera, II. p. 2785. (P.) 

7 Ex ey ex ἣν ὃ ὗιος, ττανΐως ade 6 waly 0 NY" εἰ eK ἣν TO ὡαπαυγῶσμᾶ, ade τοϊαπαυγαΐζον nv" - 
εἰ 8K ἣν ὃ Xapanlnp, Waviws 8δὲ ἡ ὕποςασις yy. Opera, II. p.900. (P.) 

§ Ec wyyq καὶ φως καὶ walnp ecsv ὁ Θεὸς, ov Seuug εἰπεῖν ate τὴν wayyy ξηρῶν, ate τὸ 
spas χωρις antivOr, ete τὸν Θεὸν χωρις Aovya, ἵνα μὴ ἀσοφος καὶ aAoyos καὶ ἀφεγἴης ἢ ὃ 
Θεὸς. LEpist. ad Serapionem, Opera, I. p. 167. (P.) 

|| “ Nibil enim aliud nomen fontis nobis significat, quam ut ex quo; filius vero 
in patre et ex patre est non profluens foras, sed aut quasi ἃ sole splendor, aut quasi 
ab igne insita sibi caliditas. In his enim exemplis unum ab uno produci, et ambo 
consempiterna sic esse conspicimus, ut aliud absque alio nec esse possit, nec nature 
suz rationem retinere. Quomodo enim erit sol, splendore privatus; vel quomodo 
erit splendor, nisi sol sit ἃ quo defluat? Ignis vero quomodo erit calore carens; vel 
calor unde manabit, nisi ab igne, aut ab alio forsan non procul ἃ substantiali qualitate 
ignis disjecto? Sicut igitur quz ab istis profluupt, simul cum illis sunt unde pro- 
fluunt, ac semper unde fluant ostenduat: sic in unigenito inte)ligendum est.’ Jn 
Johan. L. i. C. 1. Opera, I. p. 600. (P.) 
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It was a question even among the Arians, whether God 
could be called a Father before the creation of Christ. * 

Farther, it was considered as reproachful to the Father, 
not to be able to generate a son. ‘ The heretics,” says 
Novatian, “reproach the Father, when they say he could 
not generate a son, who should be God.” + LEpiphanius 
thought it reproachful to the Unitarians, that they should 
say that the Father was ἄγονος, that is, unable to generate 
a son. ft 

The orthodox, it must be allowed, took pains enough to 
do away this reproach; but it was at the risk of exposing 
their scheme to ridicule, as must have been perceived already. 
They themselves even proceeded so far as to speak of the 
labours of the Father in generating the Son. For mention 
is actually made of this circumstance in a serious hymn of 
Synestus on this subject; the Son being called xpadsasoy τι 
λοχευμα, a great birth.§ 

Ambrose speaks of the womb of the Father.|| What 
could the heretics, alluded to in the following passage of 
Cyril of Alexandria, have said more? ‘ Those who do not 
approve of the doctrine, when they hear of the Father gene- 
rating from his womb, understand a real womb, and a real 
child-birth.” 4 

At length the orthodox learned to be less confident, and 
more modest on this subject ; representing it as a mysterious 
thing, and incapable of any explanation. Indeed, Lreneus 
expressed his sense of the difficulty of this subject at an 
early period; but it was in opposition to the Gnostecs, who 
made no difficulty at all of the prodation of one incorporeal 
being from another. ‘‘ If any person,” says he, ‘* ask how 


* Τίγνονται δὲκαὶ ev Ἀρειανοις διαιρεσεις, δι’ αἰτίαν τοιαυΐὴν.------- στει γὰρ ev τῇ ἐχχλησιᾳ 
πεπις εὐῖαι ὁ Θεὸς Παϊηρ εἰναι vie te λογβ, ζηϊημα ἐνέπεσεν εἰς αὐτϑς, εἰ δυναται καὶ go 
Te ὑποςηναι τὸν ὕιον, ὃ Θεὸς καλεισῦαι Παΐηρ. Socrat. Hist. J. ν. C. xxiii. p. 800. 
(P.) 

2 “ He enim contumelia hereticorum ad ipsum quoque Deum patrem redun- 
dabit, si Deus Pater filium Deum generare non potuit.” C. iv. p. 32. (P.) 

1 ‘Our@ Be ov λέγει μόνον Θεὸν, δια τὸ πηγην εἰναι τὸν Walepa, HAA μονον Θεὸν, avaspwy 
ὅσον τὸ nar’ avloy τὴν τὸ tie δεοΐηϊα και ὕπος.ασιν, και Te ays πτυνευμαῖζθ»" exwy δὲ aviov 
τον walepa ἕνα Θεὸν, ἀγόνον tie, ὡς εἰναι τὰ δυο alehy walepa καὶ vsoy τὸν μεν Walepa 
ἄγονον tis, καὶ anapmoy τὸν Moyo Θεου ζωνῖος και capac arnSivys. Heer. Ixv. Opera, 
I, p. 609. (P.) : 

_ § Hymn ii. Opera, p. 317, and in Hymz iv. p. $36, there occurs the phrase ὠδινα 
σατρῷ». (P. 

ie Sicat ae sinus patris spiritalis intelligitur intimum quoddam paterne 
charitatis naturaeque secretum, in quo semper est filius, ita etiam patris spiritalis 
et vulva interioris arcanum, de quo tanquam ex genetali alio processit filius. Denique 
_ diversé legimus nunc yvulvam patris, nunc cor ejus, quo verbum eructavit. De 
Benedictionibus Patriarcharum, Opera, 1. p. 412. (P-) Ὁ Ὁ 

“| “ Hee qui recte dici negant, qaum generare patrem ex utero audiant, uterum, 
et dolores partis intelligunt.” Jn Johan. C. iv. Opera, 1. p. 608. (P.) 
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is the Son produced from the Father? we say, that this pro- 
duction, whether it be called generation, or nuncupation, or 
adapertion, or by whatever. other name this ineffable gene- 
ration be called, no one knows; neither Valentinus, nor 
Marcion, nor Saturninus, nor Basilides, nor angels, nor 
archangels, nor principalities, nor powers; but the Father 
only who generated, and the Son who was generated.” * 

However, in general, those who followed him com- 
plained of no difficulty in this business, as we have seen. 
Constantine intimates, that ‘* the generation of the Son may 
be understood by those who are beloved of God.” + 

Considering the time in which Novaézan wrote, it is.rather 
extraordinary that he should express himself with so much 
modesty as he does. ‘ The Son,” says he, ‘‘ is not a mere 
sound or voice, but the substance of the power of God pro- 
lated; with which sacred and divine nativity, neither the 
apostles, nor prophets, nor the angels, were acquainted ; but 
the Father and the Son only.” ἢ 

We do not wonder at this modesty in later times, when 
the orthodox had been long teazed with objections, to which 
they had not been able to make any satisfactory answer. 
Phebadius says, ‘‘ the Father generated the Son, but no one 
knows from whence ;’§ meaning, probably, from what part 
of himself; for that the Son was generated from the sub- 
stance of the Father was never doubted by those who were 
reckoned orthodox. At present this generation is esteemed 
to be as great a mystery as any other circumstance relating 
to the Trinity. But this only cuts off all defence of it, 
and is by no means any answer to the objections made 
to if. 


* « Quandoquidem et Dominus, ipse filius Dei, ipsum judicii diem et horam 
concessit scire solum patrem, manifeste diceus: De die autem illa, et hora nemo 
scit, neque filius, nisi pater solus. Si igitur scientiam dici illius filius non erubuit 
referre ad patrem, sed dixit quod verum est; neque nos erubescimus, que sunt in 
questionibus majora secundum nos, reservare Deo. Nemo eaim super magistrum 
est. Si quis itaque nobis dixerit : Quomudo ergo filius prolatus 4 patre est ? dicimus 
ei, quia prolationem istam, sive generatiouem, sive nuncupationem, sive adapertionem, 
aut quolibet quis nomine vocaverit generationem ejus inenarrabilem existentem, 
nemo novit ; non Valentinus, non Marcion, neque Saturninus, neque Basilides, neque 
angeli, neque archangeli, neque principatus, neque potestates, nisi solus qui geue- 
ravit pater, et qui natus est filius.” [,.. ii. C. xlvili. p. 176. (P.) 

$ Adda τὴν γενεσιν διπλην tive νοεισῆδαι χρὴ, τὴν μὲν εξ ἀποκυησεως, τὴν συνεγνωσμενὴν 
ταυΐην. “Elepay δὲ τὴν εξ αἴδιβ asliac, ἧς Tov λόγον Θεου πτρονοια δεαΊαι, καὶ aydpwy ὃς 
ἐχεινῳ φιλος ὕπαρχει. Oratio, C. xi. p. 688. (P.) 

~ “ Qui non in sono percussi zris, aut tono coactz de visceribus vocis accipitur ; 
sed in substantia prolate ἃ Deo virtutis agnoscitur ; cujus sacre et divine nativitatis 
arcana nec apostolus didicit, nec prophetes comperit, nec angelus scivit, nec creatura 
cognovit, filio soli nota sunt, qui patris secreta cognovit.” C.xxxi. p. 120. (P.) 

Pp “ Genuit quidem filium Pater, sed nemo scit unde.” Bib. Pat. V. p. 266. 
(7) 
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SECTION IY. 


Whether the Generation of the Son was in Time, and also 
whether it was a voluntary or involuntary Act of the 


Father. 


ADMITTING this mysterious generation, and supposing 
all objections removed, there still remain two questions to 
be considered, viz. at what ¢¢me did this event take place; 
and was this generation on the part of the Father voluntary 
or ¢tnvoluntary. 

With respect to these questions, all the early fathers, 
indeed all before the Council of Nice, say that the Son was 
generated zm dime, that there was a time when God was 
without a Son; and that this generation took place imme- 
diately before the creation, in order to the Son’s being 
instrumental in it. Of course, they either expressly said, 
or must have supposed, that the generation of the Son was 
voluntary, so that the Father might have chosen to be without 
a Son. But in amore advanced state of orthodoxy, after the 
Council of Nice, these opinions were considered as very 
exceptionable and heretical. The language then was, that 
God was always a Father, in the proper sense of the word, 
as there had always been a Son; and though they did not 
choose to say that God did any thing necessarily, yet they 
scrupled not to intimate, in less offensive expressions, that 
it was so in fact. I shall produce a variety of passages from 
the fathers in proof of these assertions, and shall dispose 
them nearly in the order of time, that the above-mentioned 
change in their language and sentiments may be more easily 
perceived. 

_ Tatian represents the Father as “‘ having been alone before 
the creation of the world, that every thing was in him, by 
the power of the logos, and the logos itself; that at his will 
the logos came out of him, who was a simple being, and 
became the first production of his Spirit. This logos,” he 


says, ‘‘ was the ἀρχὴ to the external world,” or the source 
from which it proceeded. * 


* Ὅ γγαρ δεσποτῆς των ὅλων avlos ύπαρχων τὰ τσανῖος ἡ ὕποςασις, κατα μεν τὴν μηδέπω 
γεγενημενὴν ποιήσιν μόνος qv’ nae δὲ warn δυναμις, ὁραῆῖων τε καὶ aopalwy αὐτὸς ὑποςασις 
ἣν, σὺν αὐΐῳ wavla συν αὐῳ yap δια λογικῆς δυνάμεως, avlog καὶ ὁ λογος, ὃς ἣν εν αυΐῳ, 
ὑπες σε ελημαῖι de τῆς ἀπλοίηἶος avle προπηδᾷ λογος" 6 δὲ λόγος ov κατα neva χωρήσας, 


ἐργὸν τπορωϊοΐοκον τῇ τπυνευματος γινεῖαι" τοῖον ἰσμὲν τ KOTME τὴν ἀρχὴν. Ad Grecos, 
Sect. vil. p. 20. (P.) 
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Theophilus says, ‘‘ John says, In the beginning was the 
word, and the word was with God, shewing that at first 
God was alone, and the logos in him.” * 

Clemens Alexandrinus evidently supposed that there was 
a time before either the world or the Son existed; for, he 
says, “‘ He shewed that he was righteous by the logos from 
of old, from the time that he became a father; for he was 
God before he was a creator, and he was good; and on this 
account he chose to be a creator and a father.” 7 In another 
passage, speaking of the logos as equal to God, calling him 
“the divine logos, God most manifest, made equal to the 
Lord of all, and before the sun, as being his Son, and the 
logos that was in God,” he speaks of him as “ deriving his 
origin from the will of the Father.”+ He says, that “ the 
logos was before Lucifer.” § ‘ Do you inquire about the 
generation of the logos >” says Hzppolztus, ““ God the Father 
generated whom he pleased, and as he pleased.” || ‘ We 
believe,” says Athanasius, ‘‘ that God generated him spon- 
taneously and voluntarily.” 4] 

Tertullian expressly says, that ** God was not always a 
father or a judge; since he could not be a father before he 
had a son, nora judge before there was sin; and there was 
a time when both sin and the Son, which made God to be a 
judge and a father, were not.” ** The same is also implied 
in the following passage: “αἱ first, before the Son made 
his appearance, God said, Let there be light, and there was 
light; the word itself was immediately the true light; for 
from that time Christ the word assisted and adminis- 
tered. God would that things should be, and God made 


* EE ὧν Ἰωαννὴς λεγει" ev ἀρχῇ qv 6 λογος, και ὃ λογίθ» qv τῦρος τὸν Θεον᾽ δεικνὺς ὅτι ev 
τῦρωτοῖς μόνος nv 6 Θεὸς, και ev αὐΐῳ ὃ oy. L. iii. p. 80. (P.) 

t To dincuoy δὲ ἥμιν δέω Te λογβ ἐνδεικνυΊαι Ta Eavia® εκειῖδεν ἄνωδεν, δῖσεν yeyove walyg 
wp yap ulisny γενεσαι, Θεὸς yy, ayartes nv, καὶ die Teo καὶ δημίδργος eves καὶ Walyp 
ἡδελησεν. Ped. L.i. C. ix. p. 127. (P.) 

1 ὋὉ Seog λογος, ὁ pavepwialos ovlws eos, 6 τῳ Seomory των ὅλων εξισωσ εις" ὅτι ν ὅτος 
avie, καὶ ὃ λογος ἣν ἐν TH Θεῳ.---Ταχίςα δὲ εἰς Wavlas ἀνϑρωπες διαδοθεις, Sarlov ἥλιϑ εξ 
ΕἾ" ae τῆς walpixns βολησεως, pasa ἡμιν ἐπελαμψε τὸν Θεόν. Ad Gentes, p. 

8. i 

§ Προ Ἕωσφορξ yap ny, καὶ ev ἀρχῇ yvd λόγος, καὶ ὃ Aoyos ἣν προς τὸν Θεὸν, καὶ Θεὸς nv 
ὃ λογος. Ibid. p.5. (P.) 

|| Περι δὲ Aoye γενεσιν Cnless; ὅνπερ Pernvers 6 @c@» Παὔηρ ἐγεννήσεν ὡς yrehnow. 
In Noetum, Sect. xvi. Opera, p. 18. (P.) 

4] Avloxpalooa yap ἥμεις τον Θεον Kas Kupioy avioy Earle esdolec, ἐκϑσιως avloy καὶ εὐ ελονὴν 
Dioy γεγεννηκεναι evsebos ὑπειληφαμεν. De Syn. Arim, Opera, |. p. 898. (P.) 

** « Quia et Pater Deus est, et judex Deus est, non tamen ideo pater et judex 
semper. Nam nec pater potuit esse ante filium, nec judex ante delictum. Fuit 
autem tempus cum et delictum et filius non fuit quod judicem et qui Patrem 
Dominum fecerit.”. Ad Hermogenem, C. iii, Opera, p. 234. (P.) 
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them.” * But the following passage is perhaps still more 
express. “If that,” says he, “* which was in God, and came 
out of God, was not without a beginning, viz. wisdom, which 
was produced from the time that God determined to make 
the world, much more must things that are without God have 
a beginning. ” t 

«« Christ,” says Novatian, ‘is always in the Father, lest 
he should not always be a Father; but the Father must in 
some sense precede him; for he is prior, as Father. For in 
some way it is necessary that he who has no origin precede 
him who has an origin. He, therefore, when the Father 
would, proceeded out of the Father, and he who was in the 
Father, came out of him.” ¢ Again, he says, “" Nothing was 
before Christ but the Father;”§ and in another place, he 
says, ““ From whom,” (viz. aaa ςς and when he chose, the 
Son, the word, was generated.” || 


«“« God,” says Lactantius, “ the framer and ordainer of 
all things, before he undertook the construction of this 


world, generated an incorruptible spirit, which he called 
his Son.” 


Eusebius, speaking of God intending to form the material 
world, as well as angels, and the souls of men, says, “ He 
thought of making one to govern and direct the whole ;” 
and then he proceeds to describe the generation of the Son, 
as being “the proper wisdom of the Father.” ** In the 


* « Primum quidem, nondum Filio apparente, et dixit Deus, Fiat lux, et facta 
est: ipse statim sermo lux vera, que illuminat hominem venientem in σης mun- 
dum, et per illum mundialis quoque lux. Exinde autem in sermone Christo 
adsistente, et administrante, Deus voluerit fieri, et Deus fecit.” Ad Praxeam, Sect. 
xii. Opera, p. 506. (P.) 

+ “Si enim intra Dominum quod ex ipso, et in ipso fuit, sine initio. non fuit, 
sophia scilicet ipsius, exinde nata et condita, ex quo in sensu Dei ad opera mundi 
dispouenda ceepit agitari, multo magis, non capit sine initio quicquam fuisse quod 
extra Dominum fuerit.”. 4d Hermogenem, Sect. xviii. p. 239. (P.) 

1 “Semper enim in Patre; ne Pater non semper sit Pater: quin et Pater illum 
etiam quadam ratione precedit, quod necesse est quodammodo prior sit qua Pater 
sit. Quoniamaliquo pacto autecedat necesse est eum, qui habet originem, ille qui 
originem nescit. Hic ergo, quando Pater voluit, processit ex Patre: et qui in Patre 
fuit, processit ex Patre.” C. xxxi. p. 121. (P.) 

§ “ Ante quem nihil preter Patrem.” C. xi. p. 82. (P.) 

|| “ Est ergo Deo Pater omnium institutor et creator solus originem nesciens, 
invisibilis, immensus, immortalis, zternus, unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini, 
neque majestati neque virtuti quicquam non dixerim prieferri, sed nec comparart 
potest. Lx quo, quando ipse voluit, sermo, Filius natus est.” Ὁ. xxxi. p. 120. 
(P.) 

gq “‘ Deus igitur machinator constitutorque rerum, ante quam preclarum hoc 
opus mundi adoriretur, sanctum, incorruptibilem spiritam genuit, quem Filium 
nuncuparet.” Justit, L. iv. Sect. vi. p. 8864. (P.) 

** Προλαξων τὸ μελλον, δια Θεὸς, TH τπρογνώσει, συνιδὼν τε, τϑῆων ὧπανων περι γενεσεως 
ἐν μεγάλῳ σωματι neparys δεησομέενων.---Βϑλησεις yap ὁ Θεὸς, ate paves, ὡς αγαδῷ»» 
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same work he says, ‘* Light is emitted necessarily from the 
sun; but the Son became the image of the Father from his 
knowledge and intention, and when he pleased, he became 
the father of a son.”* ὍΑ 

It was thought by some of the ancients, as Beausobre 
says, 7 that angels were made before the visible world, 
and that Satan was their prince. The Son, therefore, being 
generated immediately before the visible world, must have 
been posterior to Satan; and upon this idea, Athanasius, in 
the dialogue which he is supposed to have had with Arius, 
observes, that if he worshipped the first of creatures, he 
must worship Satan. That Satan was the first of creatures, 
was interred from Job xi. 19, where it is said of Behemoth, 
(which was thought to represent Satan,) that he is ‘ the 
chief of the ways of God,” in the Septuagint, epyy, the 
beginning. Ὁ 

We are now advanced as far as the Council of Nice, 
without finding any other opinion than that of the Father 
generating the Son voluntarily and in time; but now we 
come to a stricter kind of orthodoxy, and between them we 
find some little inconsistency in what Hilary has advanced 
on this subject. 

In some passages he seems to be clearly of the opinion of 
those who went before him. Thus he says, “" God the Father 
is the cause of all, being absolutely without beginning and 
alone. The Son was produced by the Father before all time, 
being created and founded before the ages. He was not 
before he was generated; but being generated before time, 
and before all things, he alone subsisted from the Father 
alone. He is neither eternal nor co-eternal—for God is 
before the Son, as we learned of thee, O Pope,” to whom 
his work is addressed, “" preaching in full congregation.” 
Again, he says, “δ is his chief, as his God, since he is 


ayate τε παντί» αρχὴ και τηγὴν τῶν αὐτϑ ϑησαυρὼν WEBS ἀποφῆναι κοινωνδς" ἄρτι TE 
μελλων τὴν λογικὴν σασαν τπροδαλλεσῖαι κτίσιν, ἀσωματδς τινᾶς νοερᾶς καὶ δειας δυνα- 
μεις, aylehes τε και ἀαρχαγἤελδς, aida. τε καὶ ταντὴ καϑαρα πνευματα, προσετι δὲ ψυχας 
avS pwrwv——Eva τὸν τῆς δημιϑ ργείας ὡπασής οἰκονόμον ἡγεμονα τε καὶ βασιλεα Tay ὅλων 
τροταξασῖδαι wero Sev. Demonstratio, L. iv. C. 1. p. 145. (P.) 

* “H μεν αὐγὴ ov kara προαιρεσιν του φωτος ἐκλαμπει, κατὰ τι δὲ τῆς arias συμβεξδηκος 
axwpisov. Ὃὧ δὲ ties κατα γνωμὴν και προαίρεσιν εἰκὼν ὕπες-ἡ τ WaTpos Bernves yao 
ὁ Θεὸς yeyovey tis walyp. Ibid. C. iii. p. 148. (P.) 

+ Histoire de Manichéisme, |. Ὁ. 264. (P.) 

1 Ὃ Θεὸς τῷ Ιωβ χρηματίζων, ὅτως epy wept τ calava, τϑτεςιν ἀρχή τ λασματος 
χυριβ πεποιημένη ἐμπαιζεσῖωι ὑπο των ay/ehwy MB" σὺ ὃν τὸ τσρωτὸν Woman Wpornvywy, 
τὸν σατανῶν τόροσχυνεις, nas Wapesnoey ὃ λογος᾽ cay δὲ σοφισασῖαι ελησειας, ὅτι τα 
Dis τύροτερὸν πποιήμῶ ecw ὁ σατανας, apm πρεσθυτέρον αὐτὸν ποιῇς TY για τνευματος. 
Opera, II. p. 190. (P.) 
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before him.”* ‘ I do not know,” says he, ‘‘ when the Son 
was generated; but it would be wickedness in me to be 
ignorant that he was generated.” F 

That Hilary did express this opinion is evident from 
Austin’s censuring him for ascribing eternity to the Father 
only; + and yet in other passages of this work Hzdary holds 
a different language. ‘‘ Where there is always a father,” he 
says, ‘‘ there is always a son.” ὃ ‘ You think it, O heretic, 
pious and religious to say that God always was, but that the 
Father was not always.” || Again, he says, “ΤῸ deny the 
eternity of Christ is a sin against the Holy Spirit.” 4] 

This inconsistency in Hilary may perhaps be explained 
by the following maxim of his, viz. ‘* That is eternal which 
is before time.” ** By thus making that to be eternal which 
preceded the creation, when time was supposed to com- 
mence, he might say that the generation of Christ was 
from eternity, and yet mean that he had not always been 
generated. 

After this time the opinion of the Catholic Christians 
was invariably in favour of a proper eternal generation ; 
and in this they were assisted by the genuine principles of 
Platonism; according to which, the creation, and conse- 
quently the nous or logos, its immediate author, was from 
eternity. ‘Till this time the Platonizing Christians had only 
held so much of Platonism as they had been able to retain 
consistently with the universally-received doctrines of reve- 
lation, one of which was supposed to be, that there was a 
time before God made the world, or had a Son. They were 

* “Et quidem Deus Pater causa est omnium, omnino sine initio solitarius: 
Filius autem sine tempore editus est ἃ Patre, et ante secula creatus et fundatus. 
Non erat antequam nasceretur: sed sine tempore ante omnia natus, solus ἃ solo 
Patre subsistit. Nec enim est eternus, aut co-zeternus, aut simul non factus cum 
Patre, nec simul cum Patre habet esse, sicuti quidam dicunt, aut aliqui duo non 
nata principia introducentes, sed sicut unio est principium omnium, sic et Deus 
ante omnia est. Propter quod et ante Filium est, sicut et ἃ te didicimus, Papa, media 
in ecclesia preedicante. Principatur autem ei, utpote Deus ejus, cium sit ante ipsum.” 
L. iv. pp.60, 101. (P.) 

+ “ Nescio enim quando natus sit Filius, et nefas est mihi nescire quod natus sit.” 
ἘΠ ii. pp. 27. (P.) 

1 “Εἰ quia non mediocris auctoritatis in tractatione scripturarum, et assertione 
fidei vir extitit, Hilarius enim hoc in libris suis posuit, horum verborum, id est, 
Patris et imaginis et muneris; eternitatis et speciei et usus, abditam scrutatus 
intelligentiam quantum valeo non eum secutum arbitror in eternitatis vocabulo, 
nisi quod Pater non habet Patrem de quo sit, Filius autem de Patre est ut sit, atque 
ut illi co-zeternus sit.” De Trinitate, L. vi. C. ix. Opera, III. p. $32. (P.) 

§ “* Ubi autem semper pater est, semper et filius est.". L. xii. p. 805, (P.)' 

\| “ Pium tibi ac religiosum, heretice, existimas, Deum semper quidem, sed von 
semper Patrem confiteri.” bid. p. 309. (P.) 

“ ““ Peccatum autem in Spiritum est, Deo virtutis potestatem negare, et Christo 


substantiam adimere eternitatis.”. Jn Mait. Opera, p. 519. (P.) 
*« « Aternum autem est, quicquid tempus excedit.” L. xii, p. 307. (P.) 
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therefore, obliged to hold that there was a time when the 
Father was alone, the Son having no existence, but as the 
reason of the Father. But as, in the course of this contro- 
versy, the personal dignity of Christ advanced, which it 
uniformly did, they came to think with the Platonists, that 
the logos might have been from eternity, though the creation 
had not. They then argued as the Platonists ‘had done, that 
the effect, (and such they never scrupled to call Christ.) 
might always have co-existed with its cause. When it was 
objected that, “if the Son and Spirit be eternal, they must 
be without cause, like the Father;” Gregory Nazianzen 
replies, ‘‘ that effects are sometimes contemporary with their 
causes, as is the case with the sun and his light.” * 

The difficulty about znvoluntary generation was not got 
over so well as that relating to its taking place before all 
time. 

“The Father,” say Austin, “ generated the Son neither 
necessarily nor voluntarily, because there is no necessity 
in God. The will cannot be before wisdom, which is 
is the Son.” He then asks, “ Do you, O heretic, say 
whether the Father existed necessarily or voluntarily >” + 
Chrysostom, aiter representing eructation as an involuntary 
thing, descants upon God’ s eructating a good logos. “It 
was not the stomach,” he says, “ but the. heart ; “πιὰ what 
did he eructate? Not meat or drink, but the good logos, his 
only-begotten.” $ Cyril of Alexandria seems to say, that 
Christ, ‘being the will of the Father, it is absurd to ask 
whether he was generated voluntarily or involuntarily. § 

In a creed drawn up by the bishops in the east, and sent 
to those in the west, (in which the drian doctrines of the 
creation of the Son out of nothing, and of there ever having 
been a time when he was not, are condemned,) the opinion 
that the Father did not generate the Son of his free-will 
and choice, is likewise condemned.” || The same doctrine 15 


* Anhey δὲ τὸ αἰτιον εἷς οὐ Wavrae—wseccurepy τῶν ὧν sw αὐτου, ede yap τϑ Heres 
grec. Or. xxxv. Opera, p. 563. (P.) 

+ *‘ Voluntate genuit Pater Filium, an necessitate> Nec voluntate, mec neces- 
sitate: quia necessitas in Deo non est: preire autem voluntas sapientiam non 
potest, quod est Filius: igitur prius est rationabiliter sapere, quam rationabiliter 
velle. Dic, inquit, et tu hzretice, Deus Pater necessitate est Deus, an voluntate >” 
Quest. ixv. Opera, IV. p. 8678. (P-) 

I Οὐχ ἡ somayes ὁ τα σιτια δεχόμενος, αλλ᾽ κα xaphia” εξηρευξατο γα; φησι», αὶ καρδία 
eS" καὶ τι ἐρευγεται; οὖ σιτον abe Sure, αλλα τα σὺν νη τὸ τρακεζη, λογον αγαβεν, τον 
περι τε μογόγενες. In Psalm xliv. Opera, ILI. p. 207. (P) 

§ De Trinitate, II. L. iii. p. 8384. CP.) 

ἢ Tes δὲ λεγενίας εξ = Οὐ ον τὸν Siar, π εἶ ἑ erepare ὑποστάσεως, χα μὴ ἐκ τὸῦ Θεες, κα: 
ἔτι yy Wore χρόνος ἡ ἀρῶν ὅτε μὴ yr, BARS BES εἰδεν αὶ για καξπολικη ἐκκλησία" ὁμοιας καὶ 

τες λέγοντας Tees εἰναι Θεξς, ἡ τὸν Keiser μη εἰγαὶ Θεῖν πρὸ Tes αἰωγων, μῆς Χεῖς-ον 
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asserted in another of those oriental creeds, in which it is 
said, ‘* If any one shall say that the Son was not generated 
at the will of the Father, let him be anathema.” * 

I must not conclude this subject without mentioning the 
opinion of Origen, viz. that there is no time with respect to 
God ; and, therefore, that it must be impossible to determine 
when the Son was generated. He says, that ‘ there is no 
evening or morning with God, but time of the same extent 
with his eternal life. This is the day in which the Son is 
generated, the beginning of his birth, and the day of his 
being founded.” + But it does not appear that any person 
in his time, or for many years after, supposed that the Son 
had existed always, except as the reason of the eternal 
Father, an attribute belonging to him, and not separated 
from him. Austin also supposes that there was no time 
before the creation. ¢ 

According to Plato himself, time cannot be predicated of 
what is eternal; so that it cannot be said of God that he was, 
or that he well be, but only that he zs.§ He also says that 
time was made with the heavens. || 


CHAPTER IV. 


The Inferiority of the Son to the Father, shewn to have been 
the Doctrine of all the Antenicene Fathers, 


Ir is remarkable that, though all the antenicene fathers 
were of opinion that the Son derived his being from the 
substance of the Father, and before his generation was even 
his own proper wisdom, power, and all his other essential 
attributes, they uniformly asserted, that he was inferzor to 


pyle ὕιον Θεϑ εἰναι avioy, ἡ Tov avioy εἰναι Tlalepa καὶ “Troy και γιον Tvevra, καὶ ἀγεννηῖον 
τὸν ὕιον, ἡ ὅτι οὐ βελησει ade δελήσει ἐγεννησεν ὃ παηρ τὸν viov, αναθεμαῆιζει ἡ για και 
καθολικὴ ἐχχλησια. Socratis Hist. L. ii. C. xix. p. 99. (P.) 

* Es τις μὴ δελησανῖθ.» τῷ walpos γεγεννησῆωι τὸν ὕιον λέγει, αναδεμα ecw. Ibid. 
L. ii. C. xxx. p. 196. (P.) 

$ Ὧι ces ess τὸ σήμερον, Bx Ect yap ἕσπερα Wea, eyw Se ἥγεμαι ὅτι Bde Towa, BAN’ ὁ 
συμπαρεκῆεινων τῇ ἀγεννηΐῳ, καὶ αἴδιῳ αὐτῷ ζωῃ, iv ὅϊως εἰπω, χρονος, ἥμερα ἐςτιν αὐτῷ 
σήμερον, ev ἡ γεγεννηϊαι ὃ ὗιος. Αρχῆς γενεσεως αὐτϑ ὅ]ως ax ἑυρισκομενης, ὡς ede τῆς 
ἡμέρας. Comment. II. p. 81. (P.) : 

t “ Quz tempora fuissent que abs te non condita essent.” Confess. ( Quest. xi.) 
I. p. 190. (P.) 

§ Tavia δὲ wavla μερος ypove, καὶ τὸ, τ᾿ qv, TOT Exot, Yoove γεγονοῖος εἰδὴ, φερονῖες 

ἄνομιεν ext Thy αἴδιον θσιαν, aK optus Aeyouev yap δὴ ὡς yy, Eos TE και ESAs τῇ δὲ τὸ 

ἐςι μόνον, κατὰ τὸν αληδη λόγον, τυροσήκει" τὸ δὲ ἤν, τὸ, T ἐται, περι τὴν εν χρονῳιγενεσιν 
ιθσαν τρεπει λεγεσῦαι. Timeus, p.711. Ed. Geneve. (P.) 

|| Xpovos δ᾽ ἐν μετ᾽ apave yeyovev, ἵνα daa γεννήσεντες, dunce καὶ λυϑωσιν, av Wore λυσις 
τις αὐΐων γενηῖαι. Ibid. p. 529. (P.) 
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the Father, and subject to him. This was certainly un- 
natural, and a real inconsistency; for, admitting the Son 
to have been what they represented him, he was, to say the 
least, fully equal to every thing that could constitute the 
Father. Indeed, taking from the Father all that they say 
had constituted the Son, there was nothing of any value left 
to belong to himself. 

Admitting their absurd notion, that, after the generation 
of such a Son, (to constitute whom, all his own essential 
attributes, in their fullest extent, contributed,) the Father 
was not really diminished, but left in all respects the same 
as if no such communication of his powers had been made; 
yet as he could not be greater, or more excellent than he 
had been, and the Son had all the perfections that the Father 
had ever been possessed of, these writers would naturally 
have been led to maintain the perfect equality of the Son to 
the Father, as they actually did some time afterwards. Their 
not doing this, therefore, for some centuries, clearly discovers 
that these philosophizing Christians were in very different 
situations at the two different times, with respect to their 
fellow-christians, and the opinions that were generally enter- 
tained by them. 

This remarkable fact cannot, I think, be accounted for, 
but upon the supposition, that, while they hesitated to 
pursue their principle to its proper extent, they were re- 
strained by the fear of popular prejudices, which would not 
have borne the doctrine of the equality of the Son to the 
Father; or, notwithstanding the tendency of the new doc- 
trine, the force of habit was such, that they could not bring 
themselves at once to change the language, and the ideas 
to which they and their ancestors had been long accustomed. 
Now the circumstance which so long restrained the natural 
operation of this new doctrine of the generation of the Son 
from the substance of the Father, and of his very beeng con- 
sisting of the essential attributes of the Father, could be 
nothing else but the established doctrine of one God, of 
unrivalled majesty and power, whose servant Christ, as well 
as all the preceding prophets, had always been considered. 
It is evident, from numberless passages in their writings, 
that they were afraid lest the new doctrines of the pre- 
existence and divinity of Christ should give offence to the 
common people, who were for a long time, generally Un- 
tartans. ‘This hypothesis only can well account for these 
writers so fully and so frequently expressing their belief 
of the inferiority of the Son to the Father. 
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As, in this view, the language they hold on this subject 
is an article of considerable importance, shewing us their 
real situation and feelings, I shall produce a considerable 
number of passages from the ante-nicene fathers, in which 
their opinion of the inferiority of the Son to the Father is 
clearly expressed, and it would have been very easy to have 
doubled the number. 

I lay but little stress on any passage in the writings of 
those who are called apostolical fathers, or the epistles of 
Ignatius, for reasons that have been given in my Introduction; 
but as the composition of them, or the interpolations in 
them, were made in a pretty early age, I shall select a few 
of them. They shew that the idea of the inferiority of the 
Son to the Father was not given up when those works were 
composed. 

Hermas, speaking of a vineyard let out by its owner, who 
had many servants, to his son, when he took a journey, says, 
‘« The owner of the estate represents the Father, the creator 
of all things; his servant, the son of God; and the vine- 
yard which he keeps, the people.” And, giving a reason 
why the son is placed in a servile condition, he says, “ It is 
not a service, but a place of great power; for that he is 
the Lord of the people, having received all power from the 
Father.” * This is not the manner in which an orthodox 
Christian would have expressed himself on the subject. 

Ignatius commends the Ephesians for their harmony ; 
saying, that ‘‘ they were so joined, as the church to Christ, 
and as Christ to the Father; that every thing might be in 
perfect harmony.” + ““ Be subject to the bishop, and to one 
another, as Jesus Christ was to the Father (according to 
the flesh), and the apostles to Christ, the Father, and the 
Spirit.’+  ‘‘ Be ye imitators of Christ, as he is of the 
Father.”§ ‘‘ As our Lord did nothing without the Father, 
being united to him; neither by himself, nor by his apostles, 


* «Dominus autem fundi demonstratur esse is qui creavit cuncta et consummavit, 
et virtutem illis dedit, servus vero illi filius Dei est. Vinea autem populus est, quem 
servat ipse. In servili conditione non ponitur filius Dei, sed in magna potestate 
et imperio. Vides igitur esse dominum populi, accepta ἃ Patre suo omni po- 
testate.” L. iii. C. v. vi. p.105. (P.) 

+ Thorp parroy μας μαχαρίζω τὸς eyKexpapevas ἕως, ὡς ἐχκλησια Inow Xoisg, καὶ o 
Ιησες Χρι τῳ ταῖρι, iva wavla εν ἑνοϊηηῃ. Ad Eph, Sect. v. p. 13. (P.) 

1 ὝὙπο]αγηϊε tp εἐπισχοπῳ καὶ adhAnras, ὡς Inoes Xpisos τῳ ταῖρι κατα σαρκα, καὶ δι 
ἀποςολοι τῳ Χριςῳ καὶ τῷ Walp καὶ τῳ τνευμαῖι, iva ἕνωσις y σαρκικὴ τε καὶ πνευμαῖικη. 
Ad Mag. Sect. xiii. p. 21. (P.) 

§ δύμηγαι γινεσῖδε Inoe Xpice, ὥς και αὐτὸς τῇ walpos avre. Ad Philad. Sect. vii. 
p-32. (P.) 
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so do you nothing without the bishop and the elders.” * 
This language savours of primitive antiquity, and makes me 
inclined to think that the epistles are not altogether forged, 
but father interpolated. At least they must have been forged 
in an early age. ΕΜ Α 

Justin Martyr, who insists so much on the pre-existence 
and divinity of Christ, speaking of the logos, says, ‘‘ Than 
whom we know no prince more kingly, and more righteous, 
after the God who generated him.” + Speaking of the God in 
heaven, and the God upon earth, who conversed with Abra- 
ham, he says, “‘ The former.is the Lord of that Lord who 
was upon earth, as his Father and God, the cause of his 
existence, and of his being powerful, and Lord and God.” t 
‘‘ Neither Abraham, Isaac, nor Jacob,” he says, ““ nor any 
man, ever saw the Father and ineffable Lord of all, and of 
Christ himself; but he who by his will was God, his Son, 
and an angel, from his being subservient to his will, who at 
his pleasure was made a man from the virgin, who also in 
the form of fire appeared to Moses in the bush.” § 

“ς 1 will endeavour to convince you who know the Scrip- 
tures, that there is another who is called God and Lord, 
besides him that made all things, who is also called an angel, 
on account of his delivering to man whatever he who is the 
maker of all things, and above whom there is no other God, 
wills that he should deliver.” || 

Though Christ was supposed by this writer to have made 
all things, yet there was a sense in which the phrase maker 
of all things (ὃ ποιητὴς των wavTwy), was thought to be ap- 
plicable to the Father only. ‘I will endeavour,” says he, 
‘* to shew that he who appeared to Abraham, Jacob and 
Moses, and who is called God, is different from the God 
that made all things, &c.—I say that he never did any thing 

"Ὥσπερ ev ὃ κυριος avev Te Galoos Bdey ἐποιήσε, ἡνωμενος ὧν, ὅτε δι᾽ αυτϑ, are dia τῶν 
amosohwy ἕως μηδὲ ὕμεις ἄνευ Te ἐπισχοπϑ, Kat τῶν τορεσδυερων μηδὲν τρασσεῖε. Ad 
Mag. Sect. vii. p. 19. (Ρ.) 

t ‘Ov Pacirmwlaloy καὶ δικαιοαῖον ἀρχοντα, μετα Tov γεννήσαντα Θεὸν, edeva οἰδαμεν 
oyra. Apol.i.p.17. (P.) 

1 Ὃς καὶ re ἐπὶ γῆς κυρι8 κύριος εςιν, ὡς walnp καὶ Θεὸς, αἴτιος TE AUTO TE εἰγῶι, Καὶ 
δυνώτῳ, καὶ κυρίῳ, καὶ Θεῳ. Dial. p. 418. (P.) 

§ Ovte ev Abpaap, ete ἴσαακ, ete Ἰακωξ, ate addos ανθρωπὼν ede τὸν πσατερα καὶ 
ὠρῥητον χυριον τῶν WayvTwv amAws, καὶ αὐτῷ Tov Χρις-8, GAN exeivoy τὸν κώτα βολὴν τὴν 
exewe xa Θεὸν οντῶ, ὗιον avTe, καὶ alyehoy ex TB ὑπηρετειν Ty γνωμῇ αὐτε, ὃν Kas avOpwmoy 
γεννηδεναι dia τῆς wapbeve βεξουληται, ὃς καὶ wup WoTE γεγονε τῇ τρὸς Μωσεα ὅμιλιᾳ. τῇ 
ano τῆς βατου. Ibid. Ρ. 411. (P.) 

|| ‘A λέγω πειράσομαι ὕμας were, νοησαντὰς τὰς γραφας, ὅτι Est καὶ λέγεται Θεὸς καὶ 
Kupi@» érep@» (ὑπερ) τον ποιητὴν τῶν ὅλων, ὃς καὶ alyeA@s καλειται, δια To αἤγελλειν 


τοις ἀνθρωποις ὅσαπερ βελεται αυῇοις αὔγειλαι ὁ των ὅλων ποιητῆς, ὑπερ ὃν αλλίΘ» Θεὸς οὐκ 
iss. It is acknowledged that this ὑπερ should be wapa, or ὑπο. Ibid, i. p. 949, (P.) 
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but what that God who made all things, and above whom 
there is no God, willed that he should do or say.”* With 
a view to this, Origen calls Christ the zmmediate maker of 
the world. + 

Athenagoras did not consider Christ as the one God, but 
one who was employed by the one God. ‘* Our doctrine,” 
he says, “‘ teaches us, that there is one God, the maker of 
all things—who made all things by his own logos.” ἢ 

Clemens Alexandrinus calls the logos ‘* the image of God, 
the legitimate son of his mind; a light, the copy of the light, 
and man the image of the logos.” § He calls the Father 
the only true God. Alluding to the Heathen mysteries, 
he says, “‘ Be thou initiated, and join the chorus with the 
angels about him who is the unbegotten and immortal, the 
only true God, God the logos joining with us, he being 
always the one Jesus, the great high-priest of the one God, 
and his Father; he prays for men, and gives laws to men.”’ || 
He speaks of Christ as ‘ subservient to his Father’s will, 
and only called God by way of figure.” 4 ““ The mediator,” 
he says, ‘‘ performs the will of the Father. The logos is the 
mediator, being common to both, the Son of God and the 
Saviour of men. Of the one he is the servant, but our 
instructor.” ** «« There is one unbegotten almighty Father, 
and one first-begotten, by whom all things were, and without 
whom nothing was made. For one is truly God, who made 
the ἀρχὴ (the origin) of all things, meaning his first-begotten 
Son.” t+ And yet this writer had represented the logos as 
equal to God. ἐξ 


* Πειρασομαι πεισαι ὕμας ὅτι ὅτος ὃ τε τῳ Αδρααμ καὶ TH Ιακωξ καὶ τῷ Macet ὠφϑαι 
λεγο καὶ γεγραμμένος Θεὸς, ἕτερος ect Tov Ta σαντα ποιησαντίῶ» Θεου" ἀαριμῳ λέγω 
αλλ᾽ ov TH γνωμή. Ουδὲν yap φημι αὑτὸν ττεπραχεναι WoTe ἡ ὧπερ αὐτὸς 6 τὸν χκοσμὸν 
ποιήσας, ὕπερ ὃν αλλος οὐκ ect Θεὸς, βεδουληται, Kas πραξαι καὶ ὅμιλησαι. Dial. i. p. 
252. (P.) 

+ Τὸν wpocexws δημιουργον. Contra Celsum, L. vi. p. 317. (P-) 

{ Ἐπει δὲ 6 λογος juwy ἕνα Θεὸν ayes τὸν τουδὲ του παντὸς warglyy, avioy μεν ov γενο- 
μενον (ὅτι τὸ ον 8 γινεται, AAA τὸ μὴ ον) σαντα Be δια του wap αὐτου λογου πεποιηκοτα. 
Apol. p. 40. (P.) 

§ Ἢ μεν yap rov Θεοῦ εἰκων, 6 Aoyos αὐτου. Kas ὕιος του νου γνησί», ὁ ὅδ ιος λογος», 
φωτὸς ἀρχετυπὸν φως. Ἑικων de τοῦ λόγου, ὁ ανῦρωπος. Ad Gentes, p. 62. (P.) 

|| Es βουλει, καὶ ov μυου, καὶ χορευσεις μετ᾽ alyehov appr τὸν ayevynTov Kab ἀνωλεΐδρον 
καὶ μόνον ὀντως Tov, συγυμνουντίθ» ἡμιν τοῦ δ εου λογου. Αἴδιος ὅτος, ΤΙησους Es, ὃ μεγας 
ἀρχίερευς Θεὸν τε ἕνος Tov αὑτου καὶ walpos, ὑπερ ανϑρωπων εὐχετῶι, καὶ ἀνϑρωποις εγκε- 
λευεται. Ibid. p. 74. (P.) 

4 Θεὸς ev avSowmov σχήματι, ἀχραντος, Darpinw δελημαῖι διάκονος, λογος, Θεὸς, ὃ ἐν 
τῳ walps, 6 εκ δεξιων τοῦ πταῖρος, συν και TY σχημαῖι Θεου. Ibid. p.80. (P.) 

** Kas τὸ ϑελημα τοῦ walpos ὃ μεσιΐης ἐκτελει, μεσιης γαρ ὁ AayOr, ὁ κοινὸς he ag 
Θεοῦ μεν bios, cwolnp de avTpwrwy. Kas του μεν διάκονος, ἥμων δε, wavayoyo. Ῥρδάαρ. 
L. iii. C.i. p. 215. (PD 

+t Emer δὲ ἕν μὲν τὸ ἀγεννηῖον, wavtoxpalwp Θεῦς" ἕν δὲ καὶ τὸ προγεννηδεν, ἃ ὁ ta 
πάντα ἐγένετο, καὶ χώρις αὕτου ἐγένετο οὐδὲ ἕν᾽ ἕις yap τῷ οντι ESI ὃ Θεος, ὃς ἀρχὴν τῶν 
ὡπαντων ETONTEY, μηνυων τὸν προτογονον ὑ!ον. Strom. L. vi. p. 64, (P.) Ὶ 

Tt See supra, p. 242. 
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Tertullian considers ‘“* the monarchy of God, as not in- 
fringed by. being committed to the Son, especially as it is 
not infringed by being committed to innumerable angels, 
who are said to be subservient to the commands of God.” * 
‘“‘How, says he, “do I destroy the monarchy, who sup- 
pose the Son derived from the substance of the Father, who 
receives all power from the Father, and does nothing without 
the Father’s will; he being a servant to his Father?” + He 
says, that ““ Paul is speaking of the Father only, when he 
speaks of ham whom no man has seen, or can see, and as 
the king eternal, immortal, and invisible, the only God.” + 
“ According to the ceconomy of the gospel, the Father 
chose that the Son should be on earth, and himself in 
heaven ; wherefore the Son himself, looking upwards, prayed 


to the Father, and teaches us to pray, saying, Our Father, 
who art in heaven.” 


Origen says, that “ God is the ἀρχὴ (the origin) to Christ, 
as Christ is the ἀρχὴ to those things which were made in 
the image of God.” || “ Both the Father and the Son,” he 
says, “are fountains: the Father, of divinity ; the Son, of 
logos.” 41 The Father only is the good, and the Saviour, 
as he is the image of the invisible God, so he is the image 
of his goodness.” ** <“ The logos did whatever the Father 
ordered.” tt ‘* The Saviour, and the Holy Spirit,” he says, 


* “ Atqui nullam dico dominationem ita unius sui esse, ita singularem, ita 
monarchiam, ut non etiam per alias proximas personas administretur, quas ipsa 
prospexerit officiales sibi. Si vero et Filius fuerit ei, cujus monarchia sit, non statim 
dividi eam, et monarchiam esse desinere, si particeps ejus adsumatur et Filius; sed 
proinde illius esse principaliter ἃ quo communicatur in Filium; et dum illius est, 
proinde monarchiam esse, que ἃ duobus tam unicis continetur. Igitur si et mon- 
archia divina per tot legiones et exercitus angelorum administratur, sicut scriptum 
est, milies millia adsistebant ei, et millies centena millia apparebant ei: nec ideo 
unius esse desiit, ut desinat monarchia esse, quia per tanta millia virtutum procu- 
ratur.” Ad Praxeam, Sect. iii. p. 502. (P.) 

+ ‘*Ceterum, qui Filium non aliunde deduco, sed de substantia Patris, nihil 
facientem sine Patris voluntate, omnem ἢ Patre consecutum potestatem, quomodo 
eae fide destruere monarchiam, quam ἃ Patre filio traditam in filio servo.” 

wd. (P.) 

1 “ De Patre autem ad Timotheum, quem nemo vidit hominum, sed nec videre 
potest. Exaggerans amplius, qui solus habet immortalitatem; et lucem habitat 
inaccessibilem, De quo et supra dixerat, regi autem seculorum, immortali, invisi- 
bili, soli Deo.” Jdid. Sect. xv. p. 509. (P.) 

§ “ Tamen in ipsa ceconomia, Pater voluit Filium in terris haberi, se vero in 
ceelis; quo et ipse Filius suspiciens, et orabat et postulabat ἃ Patre, quo et nos 
erectos docebat orare: Pater noster, quiesinceelis.” Ibid. Sect. xxiii. p- 514. (P.) 

| Αρχη αὐτου ὁ Marne ecw" ὅμοιως δὲ καὶ Χριςος ἀρχή των nara emova γενομένων Seov. 
Comment. [1. p. 18. (P.) ; : 
᾿ q oo γῶρ πηγῆς EXEL χωρᾶν, ὃ μεν πατήρ, TeornTOr, ὁ δὲ ὕιος, Aoyov. Ibid. p. 

7. : 
** Και ὁ σωτὴρ δε, ὡς esi εἰκὼν Tov Yeav Tov coparov, ὅτως χαι τῆς ἀγαθοτητίθ» αὐτου 
emov. I, p.377. (P.) 


Tt Προςαχθεντα δὲ τὸν λόγον wemorquevas wayta boa ὁ πατὴρ ἀντῷ ἐνετείλατο Ad 
Celsum,.L. i. p. 68, (P.) 
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** are more excelled by the Father, than he and the Holy 
Spirit excel other things, &c., and he, though excelling 
such and such great things (viz. thrones, principalities, and 
powers) in essence and office, and power and godhead, (for 
he is λόγος ἐμψυχος and wisdom,) is by no means to be com- 
pared with the Father.’** Speaking of the difference 
between the prepositions δια and ὑπο, the former denoting 
instrumentality, and the latter proper causally, he says, “" If 
all things were made (δια) by the logos, (that is, as the instru- 
ment,) they were not made by (ὑπο) the logos, (that is, as the 
cause,) but by one who is better and greater than the logos ; 
and who can that be but the Father?” + 

Alluding to the Unztarzans, with whom, it is plain, he 
wished to stand on good terms, he says, ‘* We may by this 
means solve the doubts which terrify many men, who pretend 
to great piety, and who are afraid of making two Gods, 
and through this, fall into vain and impious opinions ; 
denying that the nature of the Son is different from that of 
the Father, and who acknowledge that he is God in name 
only ; or denying the divinity of the Son, and then main- 
taining that his nature and essence is different from that 
of the Father. For we must tell them, that he who is 
God of himself, is God with the article; but that all who 
are not God of themselves, who are divine by becoming 
partakers of his divinity, are God without the article, and 
severally, among whom especially is the first-born of all the 
creatures.” ἢ 

The article, he says, is added when the word God signifies 


* Ov συγκρίσει, GAN ὑπερξαλλδξσῃ ὑπεροχῃ φαμεν τὸν σωηρα, καὶ TO WEE TO ὥγιον, 
ὑπερεχομενον τοσδῖον ἡ καὶ ὥλεον απὸ Te σατρος, ὅσῳ ὑπερεχει αὐτὸς καὶ TO γιον τνευμῶ 
τῶν λοιπων, ov των τυχονίων. AAA ὅμως τῶν τοσαυΐων καὶ τηλικβΐων ὑπερέχων βσιᾳ», και 
πρεσξειᾳ, καὶ δυνάμει, και Serolyis, (εμυψυχος yap ess Aoyos καὶ σοφια,) ov συγκρινεῖωι κατ᾽ 
ebey τῳ ταῖρι. Comment. II. p. 218. (P.) 

} Ὅντω τοίνυν καὶ evade εἰ wavia dia Te Aoye eyevero, eX ὕπο Ta Aoye ἔγεένετο, GAN’ 
ὑπο χρειτῆονος καὶ preilov@v wapa τὸν λογον" τις δ᾽ ἂν αλλ» ἐτΘ» τυγχανῃ ἡ ὁ wWarnp; 
In Johan, Comment. Il. p. 566. (Ρ.) 

1 Kas τὸ πολλες φιλοθεες εἰναι εὐχομενες ταράσσον, εὐλαξεμενδς δυο ἀναγορευσαι Sees, 
καὶ Wapa τοῖο περιπιπ]ονίας ψευδεσι καὶ ἀασεδεσι δογμώσιν, τοι apvepreves ιδιοηα vie 
ἕτεραν wapa τὴν Te τσαῖρος, ir ER Jeoy εἰνῶι TOY μέχρι OVOUATOG Wap avToS vow 
ποροσωγορενομιενον"  apvemeves τὴν Seclyla Te is, τιδεν]ας De αὐτῷ τὴν Wiolyla, καὶ τὴν 
ϑσιαν κατὰ περιγραφὴν τυγχανεσαν ἕτεραν re walpos, ἐντευθεν λυεσῖχαι δυνώται" λεκτεον 
Yap auras ὅτι τοτε μὲν αὐτοδεος 6 Θεὸς ect, διοπερ καὶ ὁ σωτὴρ φησιν εν τῇ τρος τὸν walepa, 
εὐχῃ" ἵνα γινωσκωσι σὲ τὸν μόνον aAnivey δ εον᾽ way δὲ To Wapa τὸ avlo Θεὸς meloxy τῆς 
exeive Deorytos ϑεοποιδμένον, ex, 6 Θεὸς, αλλα Θεὸς nupiwrepoy ἂν λεγοιτο, ὧν Wavtws ὃ 
πρωτότοκος Warns χτισεως, ATE τρωτὸς τῳ τῦρος τὸν Veoy εἰναι. Comment. Il. p. 47. ; 

It is evident from this passage that the ancient Unitarians would say, that if 
Christ be God it is only in name, and that his divinity is the same with that of the 
Father ; or else that he has no divinity at all, and is of a nature entirely different 
from the Father, (P.) 
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the unbegotten cause of all things.* This observation of 
Origen will be seen to have been borrowed from Phzlo, and 
it is void of all foundation. + 

The writer of a book ascribed to Origen, expresses his 
opinion of the inferiority of the Son to the Father in a 
peculiarly strong manner, when he speaks of the propriety 
of praying to the Father only. For he represents it as the 
custom of Christians not to pray to any other than ‘“ the 
principal God; not to his servants the prophets, or to 
Christ, or to the apostles. t 

Origen speaks of ““ no Christian praying to any other than 
the God who is over all, by our Saviour, the Son of God, 
who is the logos, the wisdom, and the truth.”§ “If we 
know,” says he, “ what prayer is, we must not pray to any 


* Tidyor μὲν yap τὸ apSooy, ὅτε ἡ Θεὸς ovomacia ems Te ayevyTe τάσσεται τῶν ὅλων 
eittg. Orig. in Johan. 1]. p. 46. (P.) 

+ “If it be supposed that the meaning of the observation referred to is, that 
e@ without the article never signifies the one true God, it is indeed without al! 
foundation, and is contradicted by such a multitude of instances, both in the Old 
and New Testament, that for this very reason I should be almost ready to conclude, 
that neither Philo, who must have been well acquainted with the language of 
one Testament, or Origen, or Eusebius, (for he makes the same remark,) who must 
have known the style of both Testaments, could ever intend to assert it. But 
if the design of the observation was only this, (though I allow that if no more was 
meant, it is very inaccurately expressed,) that though ὁ @c¢@- denotes the one true 
God, %<@- without the article may, not must, have a different signification, L 
should think it is not wholly without ground. 

«« The case appears to me to be this: Ὃ @cG,, especially when made the subject 
of a proposition, denotes some particular person, who is pointed out by that title; 
and when it is used absolutely, and without restriction, denotes him to whom the 
~ appellation super-eminently, or in that high sense, exclusively belongs. Θεῷ» 
without the article, on the other hand, may, I repeat the distinction, not must, 
denote not so directly a person as a general description, and represent properly 
only dignity, power, and pre-eminence. Deut. xxxil. 21: Avro: wapeCyhwoay με ex’ 
ov Sew, κῴγω τταραζηλωσω avres em ex εὔνει. 2 Kings xix. 18: Ὅτι ov σοι εἰσιν» aAA’ ἢ 
Eepya χειρων avIpwrav. Acts xix. 26: Aeywy ὅτι en εἰσι Neos δι δια χείρων γινόμενοι», 
in which, and in other really parallel places, the addition of the article would, [ 
conceive, be either disagreeable to the genius of the Greek language, or else vary 
the sense considerably ; and this, I am apt to think, is the real use which some 
comparatively modern writers in this controversy designed to make of this dis- 
tinction; not that when it is said xa: @c<@ yy ὁ AvyG», the word cannot, merely 
on account of the omission of the article, mean the same with ὁ @c@» just before 
mentioned; but that there is no necessity that it should be thus understood, and 
consequently that it is no conclusive proof against their system, If any have carried 
this observation farther, they have done it without sufficient reason, and Philo’s 
application of it in the passage cited from him, (supra, pp. 191, 192,) has nothing of 
real support to it in the words that gave occasion to his remark,” (X.) 

1 ἵν᾿ ὡς were wpocexvyydy Seog ὁ wep τῷ KAN ἡμας Sepamoyts καὶ τοῖς Woopytasc® 
καὶ τῷ WAypoparr vows Χριςῳ" καὶ τοις ἀποςόλοις αὐτϑ, execs walpioy. Contra Mar- 
cionitas, p. 212. (P.) 

δ Οὐκ ears ἄλλῳ Sappev εὐχεσῦαι, ἡ τῷ Whos σαντα διαρκεῖ ἐπὶ Wact New, dia τῷ 
σωτήρος ἥμων vie δια τ ea’ ὃς ecty λογος, και copia, καὶ Ane, και ὅσα ἀλλα λεγβσι 
περι αὐτϑ τ τῶν woopytwy τ Oe καὶ τῶν ἀποςόλων ta lyse γραφαι. Ad Celsum, 
L.v. p..233. (P.) : 
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created being, not to Christ himself, but only to God the 
Father of all, to whom our Saviour himself prayed.”* “ We 
are not to pray to a brother, who has the same common 
Father with ourselves; Jesus himself saying, that we must 
pray to the Father through him.—In this we are all 
agreed, and are not divided about the method of prayer; 
but should we not be divided, if some prayed to the Fa- 
ther, and some to the Son? Common people,’ he says, 
“through a great mistake, and want of distinguishing, 
prayed to the Son either with the Father, or without the 
Father.” + 

Here I cannot help repeating what I observed before, that, 
if Christ had been conceived to be what Origen, among 
others, supposed him to have been, viz. the operative faculties 
of the Father, and the very being who made the world, and 
who governed it, he could not but have been considered as 
the proper object of prayer, even in preference to the Father 
himself; because, on that principle, we should have had 
more to do with the Son than with the Father, being more 
immediately dependent upon him; so that it could not have 
given any umbrage to the Father, if all our addresses had 
been made to the Son. The same reason, whatever it was, 
that made it proper for Christ to make and govern the world, 
in preference to the Father, would make it equally proper 
that he should be the object of prayer in preference to the 
Father ; since, therefore, it is acknowledged that, in early 
times, Christ was not the object of prayer, even to those 
who believed him to be their creator and governor, we may 
be assured that he was not generally considered in that light ; 
and especially that he had not been so considered from the 
beginning; for then a different practice would necessarily 
have been established. 

In the next place, I shall produce some passages from 
Novatian, whose orthodoxy, with respect to the doctrine of 
the Trinity, was never questioned. He says, “" The Father 
only is the only good God.” ¢ ‘ The rule of truth teaches 


* Ἐὰν δὲ ἀκϑωμεν ὅτι Wore Est προσευχή, μήποτε edevt των' γεννητων WoorevKTEOY ESIV 
ede αὐτῷ τῷ Χριςῳ αλλ μόνῳ τῷ Θεῷ τῶν ὅλων καὶ ταῖρι, ᾧ καὶ αὐτὸς ὃ σωτήρ ἥμων 
πρόσηυχετὸ ὡς ττροπαρεδεμεδώ. De Oratione, p. 48. (P.) 

t Αδελῴῳ δὲ πιροσευχεσῖζαι τς καϊηξιωμενες ἕνος avila walpos ex esi evdoyor" μονῳ yap 
τῳ ταῖρι μετ᾽ ene kas δι᾿ Ens ἀναπεμπῆεον esiy ὕμιν wporevyny’ Tar? ουν Aeyovl Gy axsovlec 
Inca, τῳ Θεῳ BF αὐτὰ ευχωμιεῖδα, τὸ avio λεγονἾες waves, unde eps Te τρόπϑ τῆς εὐχῆς 
σχίζομιενοι" ἡ δχι σχιζομεῖδα, cay δι μὲν τῷ ταῖρι», δι δὲ TH ὕιῳ ευχωμιεῖῦα ; ιδιωζων duaplay 
κατὰ worAyy ακεραιοηΐα δια τὸ abucamcoy καὶ ἀνεξεῖαςον ὡμαρ]ανονίων τῶν τποροσευχο- 
μένων τῷ ὕὗιῳ, eile μεῖα Te walpos, eile χωρις τ τταῖρος. Ibid. p. 51. (P,) 

t “ Quem solum merito bonum pronunciat Dominus.” (Ὁ, iv. p. 11. (P.) 


956 INFERIORITY OF THE SON 


us to believe, after the Father, in the Son of God, Christ 
Jesus, our Lord God, but the Son of God, of that God who 
is one and alone, the maker of all things.” * ‘ Though he 
was in the form of God, he did not attempt the robbery of 
being equal with God. For, though he knew that he was 
God of God the Father, he never compared himself with 
God the Father; remembering that he was of the Father, 
and that he had what the Father gave him.” + ‘ The Son 
is less than the Father, because he is sanctified by him.” Ὁ 
ες God the Father is the maker and creator of all, who alone 
has no origin, invisible, immense, immortal, eternal, the one 
God, to whose greatness, majesty, and power, nothing can 
be preferred or compared.”§ ‘If Christ had been un- 
created, and likewise unbegotten, there would have been 
two unbegotten, and therefore two gods.”|| ‘ The Son 
does nothing of his own pleasure, nor does he come of 
himself; but in all things obeys his Father's com- 
mands.”  Alluding to the Sabelhans, he says, that 
ἐς very many of the heretics, being moved with the great- 
ness and truth of his divinity, extending his honours too 
far, have dared to advance that he is not the Son, but 
God the Father himself.’ ** This, he says, afterwards is 
to acknowledge the divinity of Christ in too boundless 
and unrestrained a manner. Τ7 

Arnobius says, that ‘“‘ the omnipotent, and only God, 


* « Eadem regula veritatis docet nos credere post patrem etiam in filium Dei, 
Christum Jesum dominom Deum nostrum, sed Dei filium, hujus Dei qui et unus 
et solus est, conditor scilicet rerum omnium.” (Ὁ. ix. p. 26. (P.) 

+ «Hic ergo quamvis esset in forma Dei, non est rapinam arbitratus aqualem 
se Deo esse. Quamvis enim se ex Deo patre Deum esse meminisset ; nunquam se 
Deo patri aut comparavit aut contulit, memor se esse ex suo patre, et hoc ipsum 
quod est habere se, quia pater dedisset. C, xxii. p. 84. (P.) 

+ “ Dum ergo accipit sanctificationem ἃ Patre, minor Patre est.” C. xxvii. 
p- 102. (P.) 

§ “ Est ergo Deus pater omnium institutor et creator, solus originem nesciens, 
invisibilis, immensus, immortalis, zeternus, unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini 
neque majestati neque virtuti quicquam non dixerim preeferri, sed nec comparari 
potest.” C. xxxi. ρ. 119. (P.) 

|| “51 enim natus uon fuisset; innatus comparatus cum eo qui esset innatus, 
zequatione in utroque ostensa, duos faceret innatos, et ideo duos faceret deos: si 
non genitus esset; collatus cum eo qui genitus non esset, et zequales inventi, duos 
deos merito reddidissent non geniti: atque ideo duos Christus reddidisset deos.” 
Ibid. p. 122. (P.) ‘ 

q “Filius autem nihil ex arbitrio suo gerit, nec ex consilio suo facit, nec ἃ 
se venit, sed imperiis paternis omnibus et praceptis obedit.” Ibid. p. 128. (P.) 

** « Usque adeo hunc manifestum est in scripturis esse Deum tradi, ut plerique 
hereticorum, divinitatis ipsius magnitudine et veritate commoti, ultra modum 
extendentes honores ejus, ausissent non Filium, sed ipsum Deum patrem promere vel 
putare.” C. xxiii. p. 87. (P.) 

++ “ Effrenatius et effusius in Christo divinitatem confiteri.” bid, (P.) 
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sent Christ.”* And again, “ Christ, a God, spake by the 
order of the principal God.” + 

* The Son,” says Lactantius, ‘ patiently obeys the will 
of the Father, and does nothing but what the Father wills or 
orders.” { ‘* He approved his fidelity to God ; for he taught 
that there is one God, and that he only ought to be wor- 
shipped; nor did he ever say that he was God. For he 
would not have preserved his allegiance, if, being sent to 
take away a multiplicity of gods, and to preach one God, he 
had brought in another, besides that one. This would not 
have been to be the herald of one God, or him who sent him, 
but have been doing his own business, and separating him- 
self from him whom he came to honour. Wherefore, because 
he was so faithful, because he assumed nothing to himself, 
that he might fulfil the commands of him who sent him, 
he received the dignity of perpetual priest, the honour of 
supreme king, the power of a judge, and the title of God.” § 

The same language was held by Eusebius, who wrote 
about the time of the Council of Nece. ‘ Christ,” he says, 
** the only-begotten Son of God, and the first-born of every 
creature, teaches us to call his Father the only true God, 
and commands us to worship him only.” || ‘“ There is one 
God, and the only-begotten comes out of him.” 4 “ Christ 
being neither the supreme God, nor an angel, is of a middle 
nature between them; and being neither the supreme God, 
nor a man, but the mediator, is in the middle between them, 
the only-begotten Son of God.” ** He has the same senti- 


* «Tum demum emiserit Christum, Deus omnipotens, Deus solus.” [,. ii. 
.57. (PB) 
ἢ + * Deus inquam Christus (hoc enim szpe dicendum est ut infidelium dissiliat et 
dirumpatur auditus) Dei principis jussione loquens." Ibid. p. 50. (P.) 

t “ Quia voluntati Patris fideliter paret, nec unquam faciat aut fecerit, nisi quod 
Pater aut voluit, aut jussit.” L.iv. Sect. xxxix. p. 447. (P.) 

§ “ Ile vero exhibuit Deo fidem. Docuit enim quod unus Deus sit, eumque 
solum coli oportere: nec unquam se ipse Deum dixit: quia non servasset fidem; 
si missus, ut deos tolleret, et unum assereret; induceret alium, preter unum. Hoc 
erat, non de uno facere preconium; nec ejus, qui miserat, sed suum proprium 
negotium gerere; ac se ab 60, quem illustratum venerat, separare. Propterea quia 
tam fidelis extitit, quia sibi nihil prorsus assumpsit, ut mandata mittentis impleret ; 
et sacerdotis perpetui dignitatem, et regis summi honorem, et judicis potestatem, 
et Dei nomen accepit.” L, iv. Sect. xiv. p. 395. (P.) 

|| Ὅτι καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ μονογενὴς Tov ΘεΒ nar wpwlolones των ὅλων ἡ wariwy apy, τὸν auTe 
παΐερα μόνον ἡγεισῖῦαι Θεὸν αληδη, καὶ μόνον σεθειν ἧμιν τταρακελευεῖαι. | raeparatio, 
L. vii. xv. p- 327. (P.) 

4 Aso 8y καὶ μόνος Θεὸς autos μονογενῆς δ᾽ εξ αὖθ προεισιν. De Laudibus Const. 
p. 752. (P.) 

** Ὥςε uyle avicy εἰναι Tov ἐπι wavlwy Θεὸν ἡγεισῖζαι, μηε τῶν aylerwy iva’ τϑῆων Be 
μεσον και μεσιτην" Ole τῳ Walps και αγἤελοις μεσίζευει, ὡς ἂν wari, le wecilyg γινεῖαὶ 
Θεουκαι avSporwy, μέσος ὧν ἕκαὔερα ταγμαῖος ουδεῆερος ἐςτιν, μεσιΐης ὑπαρχων" wrt aves 
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ment in his books on the praises of Constantine. ‘ Christ 
was of a middle nature between things created, and him that 
had no origin.” * 

We are now approaching to the time when we shall hear 
no more of this language from those who were reputed 
orthodox. We do, however, hear the same sentiment occa- 
sionally, when the writers were off their guard, and expressed 
themselves according to the ideas of their predecessors, espe- 
cially writers near te those times. Thus Athanasius says, 
that “ Christ does every thing according to the will and 
knowledge of the Father.” + 

Theodoret, having mentioned the great distance between 
the unbegotten Father and rational and irrational beings, 
who were by him (ὑπ᾽ aure) produced out of nothing, says, 
that ‘his only-begotten Son, by whom (δι᾿ zg) all things were 
made out of nothing, is of a middle nature between them.”t 

At the close of this Section, I shall observe, in general, 
that whenever the ante-nicene fathers used the term God 
absolutely, they always meant the Father only. But if, in 
their idea, the Father had been no more entitled to the 
appellation of God than the Son or the Spirit, they would 
certainly have confined the use of the word God to express 
divinity in general, and have used the word Father and not 
God, when they really meant the Father only, exclusively 
of the two other persons. Had there been no proper cor- 
relative to the word son as a person, nothing could have been 
inferred from this; but since the term father is perfectly 
correlative to the term son, and as familiar, it would certainly 
have been used by them to denote the Father, as well as the 
term son to denote the Son. It is natural, therefore, to 
conclude, that their custom of using the term God to denote 
the Father only was derived to them from earlier times, in 
which no other than the Father was deemed to be God, in 
any proper sense of the word. This language was con- 
tinued long after, from a change of ideas, it ceased to be 
proper. 


ὧν ὃ Sig καὶ μόνος Beas” οὐδ᾽ ὁμοίως τοῖς λοιποις ανῶρωποις, ανῶρωπος" τι Se, εἰ μηδὲν τεΐων, 
Sy @cov μονογενής vios, νυν μὲν ανδρωπων καὶ Θεὸν μεσιῆης yeyovws. Contra Marcellum, 

-i φν»υϑ. (P.) . 

= ἜΣ τε καὶ διειργον τῆς τῶν γεννηων οὐσιας, τὴν avapyoy καὶ ὠγεννηῖον ιδεαν. 
De Laudibus Const. pp. 710, 757. (P.) 

+ Ta wala πρὸς δοξαν καὶ γνωσιν τὸν ἑαυΐου walpoc ἐργαζεῖαι. Cuntra Gentes, 
Opera, 1. p. 48. (P.) 

t Ayvoasles δι ανασχηῖοι, ὡς paxpoy av em pelaby παῖρος ὠγεννηῖου, καὶ τῶν κτισδενων 
ὑπὶ αὐου εξ οὐκ ονῖων, λογικων τε καὶ ἀλογων" ὧν μεσιτευβδα φυσις μονογενής, δὲ ἧς τα ὅλα 
εξ οὐκ ovtay ἐποιησεν 6 ττατηρ τὸν Θεοῦ λογου. Opera, If. p. 18. (Ρ.) 
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Very happily, the word God is still, in common use, 
appropriated to the Father, so that none but professed 
theologians are habitual Trinitarians, and probably not even 
these at all times; and while the Scriptures are read without 
the comments of men, the Father alone will be considered 
as God, and the sole object of worship, exclusively of the 
Son or the Spurvt. 


CHAPTER ν. 


Of the Power and Dignity of Christ, as the pre-existing Logos 
of the Father, τ 


THE great obstacle to the reception of Christianity, espe- 
cially with persons distinguished for their learning, or their 
rank in life, was the meanness of the person and condition 
of Christ; and especially the circumstance of his having 
been crucified as a common malefactor. Those who had 
disciples, called by their names, in Greece, if they had not 
been distinguished for their wealth and rank in life, which 
was the case with some of them, had, at least, been men 
whose time had, in a great measure, been devoted to study, 
and none of them had been reckoned infamous. The death 
of Socrates bore some resemblance to that of Christ; but 
besides that the circumstances of the deaths themselves were 
considerably different, he had lived in intimacy with the 
first men of the state, and though not rich himself, had 
always been respected by the rich; and his life had been 
devoted to speculation and instruction. Whereas Christ 
had had no advantage of liberal education, or leisure for 
study and speculation. He was born of obscure parents, 
and had lived in a very obscure town of the most despised 
part of his country; and, till he was thirty years of age, 
when he commenced public teacher, had been nothing more 
than a common carpenter. 

These circumstances might not have been much attended 
to beyond the limits of his own country. But his public 
execution as a common malefactor, was known wherever 
the name and religion of Jesus was heard of; and though 
he might not be thought guilty of any crime, (as it was no 
uncommon thing in any country for persons to be condemned 
and suffer unjustly,) yet the manner of his death gufficiently 
shewed the low estimation in which he had been held in his 
life, and marked him. for one of the meanest of mankind. 
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To be hanged at Tyburn in this country, or to be broke upon 
the wheel in France, gives us but a faint idea of the ignominy 
of crucifixion in the Roman empire. 

This was one of the greatest difficulties that the first 
preachers of Christianity had to struggle with, in their 
attempts to propagate Christianity; and the weight of it was 
much greater than we, who are brought up with a high 
idea of the great personal dignity of Christ, notwith- 
standing the mean circumstances of his life, can be duly 
sensible of, or make sufficient allowance for. The apostles 
and first preachers of Christianity in general, being them- 
selves illiterate men, had no means of removing this great 
obstacle, but by their accounts of the miracles wrought by 
Jesus Christ, and his resurrection from the dead; which 
were sufficient proofs of his divine mission. Also the 
miracles which the apostles themselves wrought, and the gifts 
of the Holy Spirit, communicated to all the early converts, 
were standing proofs, during the age of the apostles, of the 
power of God accompanying their preaching. These plain 
arguments were all that the apostles, as we may see by their 
writings, ever opposed to the pride of the Jews, or the cavils 
and contempt of the Greeks. For a long time, Christianity 
seems to have spread chiefly among the illiterate, though it 
was by no means confined to persons of low circumstances, 
especially out of Judea; and though we may easily perceive 
that, to use the apostle’s language, noé many rich men were 
called, yet there were more of the rich than of the wise. 

At length, however, some of the Greek philosophers 
embraced Christianity; and, as was natural, they were 
desirous of making converts of others, and therefore would 
wish to recommend it to them, by exhibiting it in such a 
light as they imagined would make it appear to the most 
advantage ; and in order to this, they would endeavour to 
make it seem to be as little different from the philosophy to 
which they had been addicted as possible. Besides, all men 
are willing to combine into one system all the doctrines 
which they espouse; and they never reject any thing that 
they have been long attached to, without an evident neces- 
sity. ‘These philosophers, therefore, even without any view 
to making converts, would not abandon their former tenets, 
unless they perceived that it was absolutely impossible to 
retain them and their profession of Christianity together ; 
and certainly they would not themselves be so ready to see 
the inconsistency there might be between them as other 
persons less interested might have been. As to those plain 


DIGNITY OF CHRIST. 261 


men from whom these philosophers had first heard the 
Christian doctrines, they might admit their historical evi- 
dence to matters of fact, and thus be convinced of the truth 
of Christianity; but, considering them as ignorant and un- 
learned persons, might not choose to be dictated to by them 
in matters of deep speculation; and, wretched as the state of 
science was in those ages, the pride of philosophy and the 
contempt of the vulgar, were much greater than they are 
now. 

It happened that the philosophy which was most in vogue 
in that age, was Platonism, the principles of which have been 
seen to be more conformable to those of revealed religion in 
general, than those of any other system that was taught in 
the Grecian schools; as it contained the doctrines of the 
unity of God, the reality of a providence, and the immor- 
tality of the soul. But, unhappily, making a difference 
between the Supreme Being himself, and his mend or zdeas ; 
and giving an obscure notion of its being by means of a 
divine efflux that all truth is perceived by the mind, as 
common objects are seen by the beams of the sun; they 
imagined that a ray of this wisdom, or the great second 
divine principle in their system, might illuminate Jesus 
Christ, and even have permanently attached itself to him. 
And with respect to this divine principle, which qualified 
him to be a public teacher, they might easily imagine that 
he had had an existence from the time that any divine opera- 
tion took place; so that they no longer looked upon them- 
selves as the disciples of an obscure person, who had lately 
started up, and made himself conspicuous by new doctrines, 
but of that great Being who was instrumental in making the 
world, and who was the source of all truth. 

This idea was highly flattering, and the philosophers 
lately become Christians, seeing that PAz/o had availed himself 
of the same Platonic notions, to explain the history of the 
divine dispensations in the Old Testament, followed him in 
this progress, and extended the same to the New ; supposing 
that the same divine logos, which Philo had represented as 
the medium of all the visible appearances of God to the 
patriarchs, was the same that was manifested in Jesus Christ. 

This system gave a dignity to the person and character 
of Christ, which effectually covered the offence of the cross. 
It made the profession of Christianity sit much easier upon 
the minds of these philosophers themselves, and furnished 
them with arguments by which to recommend it to others 
who entertained the same philosophical principles. In this 
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specious manner were the doctrines of the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ introduced into the Christian system. 

That it was the meanness of Christ’s person, and the 
circumstances of his death, at which the Heathen philo- 
sophers revolted, we have abundant evidence. ‘ The 
Heathens,” says Arnobius, ““ reproach Christians with wor- 
shipping aman.” * “ The Gods are offended at you,” say 
they, ““ not because you worship the God that is omnipotent, 
but because you daily pray to a man who was born, and 
(which is infamous even to the vilest person) put to death 
by crucifixion, and because you maintain that he is a God, 
and is now alive.’ + ‘* What is the reason,” says Ausézn, 
“ that you will not be Christians, but because Christ came 
in humility, and you are proud?” t 

But when Christians had found ¢wo natures in Christ, a 
divine as well as a human nature, they could easily answer 
this reproach of the Heathens. ““ Who was it,” says 
Arnobius, “ that was seen hanging on the cross? The man 
whom he put on, and whom he carried with him. The 
death you speak of was that of the man he had assumed, 
that of the burthen, not of the bearer.”§ This was an 
answer that we do not find to have occurred to the apostles. 
‘«« Cavilling at the cross,” Athanasius says, ‘they do not 
see that his power fills the whole world, and that actions 
shewing him to be God are performed by him.” || 

It was also a great objection to Christianity that the 
system was new, and the author of it a person of yesterday. 
But this sublime doctrine, of Christ being the divine logos, 
and the medium of all the divine communications of God 
to mankind, enabled them to repel this accusation with 
great advantage. Eusebius gives an account of the appear- 
ances of Christ under the Old Testament; ‘‘ Lest any per- 
son,” as he says, ‘* should object to him as a new person.” 


* « Natum hominem colimus.” L. i. p. 12. (P.) 

} “Sed non (inquit) idcirco dii vobis infesti sunt, quod omnipotentem colatis 
Deum: sed quod homivem uatum, et (quod personis infame est vilibus) crucis sup-— 
plicio interemptum, et Deum fuisse contenditis, et superesse adhuc creditis, et 
quotidianis supplicationibus adoratis?’ bid. Supra. (P.) 

“ Quid cause est cur propter opiniones vestras, quas vos ipsi oppugnatis, 
Christiani esse nolitis, nisi quia Christus humiliter venit, et vos superbi estis?”” De 
Civitate Dei, L. x. C. xxix.; Opera, V. p. 591. (P.) 

§ “Quis est ergo visus in patibulo pendere, quis mortuus est? Homo, quem 
induerat, et secum ipse portabat. Mors illa, quam dicitis, assumpti hominis fuit, 
non ipsius: gestaminis, non gestantis.” L.i. p. 22. (P.) i 

|| ‘Ors τὸν cavpoy διαδαλλονῖες, 8% dpwos τὴν Te/8 δυναμιν wacay τὴν οικθμενὴν τεπλη- 
puxviay’ καὶ ὅἤι ᾿ αυῖο τα τῆς δεογνωσιας ἐργα wacs wepavepwias. Contra Gentes, 
Opera, |. p. 2. (P-) 

4 Tavla μὲν ovy avarynaiws wo τὴς ἱςὁρίως sylavba μοι KETV, ὡς ἂν μὴ vewsEepoy τὶς 
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In this view, he says, ‘‘ The patriarchs may, in one sense, be 
called Christians.” * Cassian says, that ““ Mary produced 
one who was older than herself, even her own Maker, so 
that she was the parent of her parent.” ¢ 

Christians were even ready to go farther than this, in order 
to recommend their religion to Heathens. They did not 
even scruple to point out some resemblances between it and 
the grossest Polytheism. Justin Martyr, speaking of Jesus 
as styled the Son of God, says, ‘ If, in the usual style, and 
as a man only, he be worthy to be called the Son of God, 
on account of his wisdom, all writers call Jupiter the father 
of gods and men. But if in a peculiar manner, out of the 
way of common generation, we say that Christ is the logos 
of God; this agrees with those who hold Mercury to be the 
wisdom of God, which explains his will. If we say that 
he was born of a virgin, this is only what is said of Per- 
seus.” + 

With the same view (not so much to be condemned if we 
consider its circumstances and the mere morality of the thing) 
Justin Martyr, as far as appears, inverfted the doctrine of 
Christ being the Jogos of God; but it was only the same 
that Philo had before represented as the medium of all the 
communications of God to the patriarchs. He also extended 
this principle as a compliment to the philosophy of the 
Greeks ; supposing this also to have been inspired by the 
same logos; and in this he was followed by several others, 
though in a later period Christians were ashamed of having 
conceded to the Heathens, so far as to suppose that the 
Grecian philosophy had the same divine origin with Chris- 
tianity. ‘* All that the philosophers and legislators said and 
taught,” says Justin Martyr, “ was effected and discovered 
according to a portion of the logos; but because they did 
not discover every thing of the logos, they often differed 
among themselves.—Christ was in part known to Socrates ; 


εἰναι νομίσειε Toy σωΐηρα καὶ κυριον ἥμων Inoey Toy Χριςον, δια τος τῆς ἐνσαρχ WoAWELas 
avie χρονες. Hist. L. i. C.iv. p. 14. (P.) 

* Παυῖας δ᾽ exewes δικαιοσυνῃ μεμαρ]υρημενδς, εξ ave τὸ Abpaay ems τὸν wpwloy avieosw 

. πον, epyy Xpisiaves, εἰ nas μὴ ὀνομαῖι τοροσειπων τις, ox ἂν exlos Bars τῆς αληδειας. 
bid. p. 15. (P. 

+ «t Vides wae quod non solum inquam antiquiorem se Maria peperit: non 
solum inquam antiquiorem se, sed autorem sui, et procreans procreatorem suum, 
facta est parentis parens.” De Incarnatione Domini, L. iv.p. 1004. (P.) 

1 Ὕος καὶ Θεοῦ ὁ Ιησδς λεγομενίθ», εἰ καὶ κοιγως μόνον ανθρωπθ», δια σοφιαν αξιὉ.- 
biog Θεου λεγεσῖῦαι, walepa yap ανδρων τε ὕεων τε wavles συγγραφεῖς τὸν Θεὸν καλδσιν" 
εἰ δὲ καὶ ἰδιως wapa τὴν κοινὴν γενεσὶν γεγενήσδαι αὐῖον εκ Θεοῦ λέγομεν λόγον Θεου, de 
προεφήμεν, κοινὸν Talo ecw ὕμιν τοῖς Tov Ἕρμην hoyov τὸν wapa Θεου, ἀγγελῆικον λεγεσιν. 
Ei δὲ δια wapdeve γεἤεννησδαι φέρομεν, Κοινὸν Kas τοῖο προς Tov Περσεα es@ ὕμιν. Apol. 
i. pp. 33, 34. (Ρ.) 
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for the logos was in him, and in every person, by the pro- 
phets foretelling things to come, and by himself when made 
like us, and teaching us these things.” * 

Clemens Alexandrinus followed Justin Martyr in this 
doctrine; supposing the Jogos that was united to Christ to 
have been the same principle which the Divine Being had 
in all ages made use of, as an instrument to instruct man- 
kind, whether by means of the Greek philosophy, or any 
other system. He calls the Jogos ““ the instrument of God, 
by which he made man,” giving him the title of (copia 
ὑπερχοσμι Ὁ) ““ supra-mundane wisdom.” + He says, that 
‘“* our Saviour is called the logos on account of his inventing 
rational methods for the instruction of men.” ¢ ‘* Let us,” 
says he, ‘glorify the blessed ceconomy, by which man is 
instructed and sanctified, as a child of God.”———‘ The 
logos both makes all things, and teaches all things. As the 
horse is led by the bridle, and the bull by the yoke, so man 
by the logos.” § ‘‘ God, as the author of all good, was the 
author of the Greek philosophy; and this was the school- 
master to the Greeks, as the law was to the Jews, preparing 
the way for Christianity.” || He elsewhere says, “ God 
gave the Greek philosophy by the inferior angels.” J So 
that he seems to have adopted the doctrine of Phelo, in 
making angels not to be permanent beings, but only tem- 
porary appearances of the dogos. . 

This idea of the source of the Greek philosophy was 
exactly that of Justin Martyr, who says, ‘ The doctrine of 
Plato is not foreign from that of Christ, though not in all 

* Ὅσα yao καλὼς aes epreykavio καὶ qupoy δι φιλοσσφησανἾες ἡ νομοθετήσαντες, κατα 
Aoys μερίθ)» ἕυρεσεως καὶ δεωριας ext πσονηθεντα avros ἐπειδὴ ὃὲ ov ταντῶ Ta Te λογά 
εγνωρισαν, ὃς ess Χριςος, καὶ εἐναν]ια ἕαυτοις πολλάκις εἰπὸν. Xpicw de, TH καὶ ὑπο 
Σωχρατες amo μερδς γνωσῶεντι (λογίθ»» γάρ yy καὶ ecu ὃ ev walt wy, και δια τῶν τροφηΐων 
προειπὼν τὰ μελλοντὰ yiverTou, καὶ δὲ ExvTe ὁμοιοπαῦ8ς yevourve καὶ διδαξαντίθ» ravta). 
Apol. ii. pp. 124, 1256. (P.) 

+ Ad Gentes, p.-4. (P.) ] 

1 Ταυὔῃ ovy καὶ owlnp 6 Aoyos κεχληται, ὃ τὰ λογικα Tavra εξευρων ανρωποις εἰς ευαισ- 
“ησιαν και dirt ον ἢ Peed. L. i. C. xii. p. 184. (P.) 

§ Τὴν μακαριαν δοξαζωμεν οἰκονομίαν δι’ ἦν wradayoyeslas μὲν ὃ ανῶρωπος, ὡγιαζεται δὲ 
ὡς Θεου wasdioy καὶ πολι]ευεῖαι μὲν ev pavers amo γῆς ταιδαγωγδμενος" walepa δὲ Exes 
λαμβανει, ὃν emt γῆς μανανει" wavla ὁ λογος καὶ woes, καὶ διδάσκει, καὶ πσαιδωγωγει" 
ἵππος, ἄγεται χαλινῳ" καὶ ταῦρος ἀγετῶι ζυγῳ" δηριον βροχῳ ἁλισκεται" ὁ de ἀνϑρωπος, 
μεϊαπλασσεῖαι doy». Ibid. p. 266. (P.) 

|| Πανῆων μὲν yao aslios τῶν καλων ὁ Θεὸς ἀλλα των μὲν κατα ππροήγϑμενον, ὡς τῆς τε 
Siadynyns τῆς παλαιῶς καὶ τῆς νεας" τῶν de, κατ᾽ emanodaryua, ὡς τῆς φιλοσοφιας" Taxa 
de καὶ πρροήγϑμενως τοις Ἕλλησιν εδο) Tole, τῦριν ἡ τὸν χυριον καλεσαι καὶ τς Ἕλληνας" 
ἐπαιδαγωγει yap καὶ avin το Ἕλληνικον, ὡς ὁ νομὸς τὸς Ἕδραιδς, εἰς Χριςον᾽ προπαρασκενυαζει 
τοινυν ἡ φιλοσοφια, τροοδοποιθσα τὸν ὕπο Χρις-8 τελειθμενον.----Κα]αφαινεῖαι τοινυν wpe- 
παιδεία ἡ Ἑλληνικὴ, σὺν nar avin φιλοσοφιῷ Teorey ἥκειν εἰς ανϑῦρωπος. Strom. L. i. 
pp. 282, 287. See also L. vi. pp. 636,648. (P.) 


4 'Ου7ος εςτιν 6 διδος καὶ τοῖς Ἕλλησι τὴν φιλοσοφίαν δια τῶν ὑποδεεςερων ὠγἴελων. 
Thid. L. vii. p. 702. (}.) 1 
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respects like it; as neither is that of the Stoics, the poets, 
and historians; for each of them, from a portion of the 
divine logos implanted in them, perceiving something 
similar,” ‘viz. to the Christian doctrine, “‘ very justly deli- 
vered it.” * 

On this principle, these writers could talk very magnifi- 
cently concerning the dignity of Christ, but in a manner which 
would have been very little understood or relished by the 
apostles. Clemens Alexandrinus gives the following sublime 
description of Christ as the /ogos of God, representing him 
as ‘most holy and perfect in his nature, supreme in authority 
and beneficence, nearest to the only Omnipotent Nature, 
which disposes of all things according to the will of the 
Father—not separated, or divided, or removing from place 
to place, not circumscribed ; all mind, all paternal light, all 
eye, seeing every thing, hearing every thing, knowing every 
thing; by his power searching all power. To him the 
whole host of heaven and of gods is subject.” + Who could 
be ashamed of such a Master as this? But this was not the 
crucified Jesus. 

That it was Christ who taught the Greeks their philoso- 
phy, was a doctrine afterwards abandoned by the Christians ; 
but that he was the medium of divine communication to 
the patriarchs was firmly retained, though it is an opinion 
directly contrary to that of the author of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, who begins with saying, “ God, who, at sundry 
times, and in divers manners, spake in time past unto the 
fathers by the prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto 
us by his Son.” According to this, it is evident that God 
had not spoken to mankind by his Son before the dispensa- 
tion of the gospel. ἢ 

As it was Justin Martyr who probably first advanced 
this doctrine, I shall give from his writings a passage or 
two in which it is expressed. They occur in his dialogue 


* Οὐχ ὅτι αλλοΐρια ese τὰ Πλαῆωνίθ» διδαγμαῖα te Xpise, adn ὅτι οὐκ ess wavly 
ὅμοια, ὥσπερ ede Ta των ἀλλων, Siwinwy τε, καὶ ποιηΐων, και συγραφεων' ἑκας- Ὁ» yao τις 
απὸ μερῆς τῷ σπερμαῆικδ See Aoya τὸ cuyleves ὅρων, καλως εφϑεγξαΐο. Apol. il. p- 
132. (P.) 

+ Tereswlaly δὴ καὶ ὡγιω]α]η, καὶ κυριω]αΐη καὶ ἡγεμονικω]αη, και βασιλικω]αῖη, και 
evegyslikwlaly ἡ vie φυσις, 4 τῳ μόνῳ Wavlonpalogs mporexesaly, avin ἡ μεγις ὑπεροχη, 
ἡ τὰ πανῖα δια]ασσεῖαι κατα τὸ δελημα Te Walpoc, και To τὰν ἀαρις-α οιακιζει, ακαμαΐῳ, 
και ατρυΐῳ δυνάμει wavla ἐργαζομενη, δι’ ὧν ἐνεργειται amonoapes εννοιᾶς emibacraca’ ov 
γα Licales ποτε τῆς avle τεριωπὴς ὃ ὗιος Tov Θεθ᾽ ov μερίζομενος, ove amolenvomevos, ov 
μείαξαινων ex tome εἰς τόπον, ττανΐη δὲ waviole, καὶ μηδαμη περιεχόμενος, ὅλος var, ὅλος φως 
walpwoy, ὅλος οφαλμος, wavla ὅρων, ττανῖα axswy, εἰδως Wavlay δυναμει τας δυνάμεις 
ερευνων᾽ τεῳ waca ὑπο]εΐακῖαι spalia ayer TE na Seay. Strom. L. vii. p. 702. (P-) 

1 See Vol. XIV. p. 347; * Tracts, by Thomas Morgan, M.D.” 1726, pp. xxii.— 
Σχν. 
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with Trypho, and were evidently intended to reconcile the 
Jews to the Christian religion. But it was not the method 
which had been taken by the apostles. They were content 
to shew from the Scriptures that Jesus was the Christ, who 
was to come into the world, and not one that had ever been 
in it, or acted any part in it, before he was born. ‘“ Bear 
with me,” says Justen, ‘‘ and I will shew you from the book 
of Exodus, that this is the same who is called an angel, and 
God, and Lord, and a man, and the man who appeared to 
Abraham, and to Isaac, and, appearing in the form of a flame 
of fire, discoursed with Moses from the bush.”* ‘ Who is 
he that is sometimes called the angel of the great council, 
a man by Ezekiel, the son of man by Daniel, a child by 
Isaiah, and Christ, and God to be worshipped, and David, 
and Christ, and a stone by many, and wisdom by Solomon, 
and Joseph, and Judas, and a star by Moses, and avaroay (a 
branch) by Zechariah, and one who was to suffer, and Jacob, 
and Israel again by Isaiah, and a rod, and a flower, and a 
chief corner-stone, and the Son of God?”+ ‘“ As he is called 
the Son of God in the writings of the apostles, we understand 
him to be before all creatures, coming from the Father by his 
power, and at his pleasure, who is also called wisdom, and 
day, and aday-star, and a sword, and astone, and a staff, and 
Jacob, and Israel, and in various ways in the writings of the 
prophets.”+ ‘Our Christ,” he says, ‘in the form of fire, 
spake to Moses from the bush, and said, Put off thy shoes,” 
&c. 

ἘΣ to Philo, and the Christian philosophers, the 
logos was not only a teacher, but also the creator of all things; 
and when this logos was represented as the same with Christ, 
nothing could give men a higher idea of their crucified 
Master. ‘“ How,” says Chrysostom, “" can any dare to call 


* Ayacyerde μ8, ἔλεγον, nas ἀπὸ τῆς βιξλϑ τῆς Ἐξοδε, ἀποδεικνυον» ὕμιν wes ὁ αὖος 
ὄντος καὶ ayleAGe, και Θεος, καὶ κυρῶ», καὶ ἀνὴρ, και avOgwmros Αδρααμ καὶ Ἰσαακ φανεις, 
ἐν mvp φλογος ex Bale wepavias καὶ ὡμίλησε τῳ Μωῦσει. Dial. p. 268. (P.) 

+ Τὶς δ᾽ ecw ὅῖος ὃς καὶ αγ[ελίθ.» peyarns βελῆς wore, καὶ ἀνὴρ δια Τεζεκιηλ, καὶ ὡς 
bios ἀνθρωπϑ δια Δανιηλ, καὶ πταιδιον dia Hoase, καὶ Χριςος, καὶ Θεὸς τοροσκυνηῖος, Καὶ 
Aabid, και Χριςος, καὶ δι Ὁ» δια πόλλων, καὶ care δια Σολομωνος, καὶ Ἰωσηφ, καὶ ledas, 
καὶ aspoy δια Μωύσεως, και ανα]ολη δια Ζαχαριβ, καὶ wabyloc, και laxwb, καὶ Ἰσραὴλ 
“παλιν δια σαι, και ῥαξδίθ», και ανθίδ», καὶ UG», ἀκρογωνιαιίθ» κεκληΐαι καὶ ὕιος 
Θεου; Ibid. p. 407. (P.) 

1 Καὶ ὑιον Oce yeypappevoy aviov ev ποις ἀπομνημονευμᾶσι των ὡποςόλων αὖθ exovies, 
καὶ tuov avloy λεγονἼες, νενοηκώμεν ονω nour Woo πσανΐων ττοιημαῆων, απὸ τὸ πατρίδ» δυναμει 
αυῇϑ καὶ Bern τοροελθονῆα, ὃς και copia, και ἥμερω, και ἀναΐολη, καὶ μάχαιρα, καὶ UI, 
καὶ pablO», καὶ laxwb, καὶ Ισραηλ, Kat addov καὶ ἄλλον Tpomoy Ev τοῖς τῶν w papylay 
λογοις wperyyopevtas. Ibid. p. 353. (P.) 

§ Ev weg πυρὸς ex Bale mporwmsrycey αὐῇῳ ὁ ἡμετερίθ.» Χριςος, καὶ evmev, ὑπολυσαι τῶ 
ὑποδηματα σον, καὶ προσελθων ἄκϑσον.. ΑΡΟΪ. i. ps 92. (P.) 
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Christ a servant, who did not put forth all his strength when 
he made the world?”* Tatian says, that ‘‘ the logos before 
the creation of man, was the maker of angels.” + 

Methodius very distinctly mentions a middle scheme, sup- 
posing, after Phzlo, that the Father created matter out of 
nothing, by an act of his will, and that afterwards the Son 
formed it into worlds. ‘‘ There are,” he says, ‘* two creative 
powers, he that by his mere will creates whatever he pleases 
out of nothing, which is the Father; the other, which adorns 
and perfects what was first produced by the former, and in 
imitation of him. This is the Son, the powerful right-hand 
of the Father, by which, after he had created matter out of 
nothing, he adorns it.” ἢ 

If we admit the distinction between womrygs and δημίδργος 
given by Justin Martyr, it may be supposed that all the more 
early fathers, who called Christ the demiurgus, believed that 
the matter out of which the world was made was provided 
by the Father. § 

Afterwards it was supposed that the Son was employed 
in the original creation of matter out of nothing. Thus 
Tertullian says, “ The rule of faith requires us to believe 
that there is one God, who produced all things out of no- 
thing, by his Son, first emitted from him.” || 

To be born of a woman was certainly degrading to this 
great personage; but the disgrace was in a great measure 
wiped away, when it was considered that he made the very 
woman of whom he was born. “If all things were made 
by him,” says Austin, ““ Mary, of whom he was born, was 
made by him.” His body was also a disgraceful circum- 


* Πως ev τολμωσι tives ὑπξργον λέγειν τὸν ὕιον, ὁ yap μηδὲ ὅλην αὐτῷ τὴν ενεργιᾶν 
κινησας, ὅτε Tov Βράνον εδει ποιήσαι; In Psalm viii., Opera, ILI. p.121. (P.) 

+ Ὃ μεν coy λογος τῦρο τῆς τῶν ἀνδρων κατασχευης, aylerwoy δημιδργος γινεται. Ad 
Grecos, Sect. x. p. 96. (P.) ᾿ 

J Avo δὲ δυνάμεις εν τοις τρροωμολογδμενοις εφαμεν εἰναι ποιηϊικας, τὴν εξ οὐκ ovloyv 
γυμνῳ τῳ βεληματι χωρις μελισμθ, ἅμα τῷ δελησαι aviepyscay ὃ βολεται ποιειν" ὃ 
τυγχάνει δὲ 6 πταΐηρ᾽ δαϊεραν δὲ κατακοσμδσαν καὶ ποικιλλδσαν KATA μιμησὶν τῆς τρο- 
τερας τὰ δὴ γεγονοῖα" ect δὲ ὃ bios, ἡ ττανίοδυναμος και κραήαια χεῖρ Te πταῖρος, ev ἡ μετα 
To ποίησαι τὴν ὕλην εξ οὐκ οντων κατακόσμει. Photii, Bib. p.997. (P.) 

§ Αναγκαιον δὲ οιμαι καὶ τεῳ προσέχειν τὸν vay, ὅτι ade ποιηην avioy ὃ Πλάτων, ἀλλα 
δημιθργον ονομαζει Θεόν" καιτὸι worAns διαφορας ev Talis eons Kata τὴν αυτὸ Πλατωνῶ» 
δοξαν" ὁ μὲν γὰρ warns, Βδένος ἕτερβ τυροσδεομιενῶν, ex τῆς ἑαυτϑ δυναμεως nas εξϑσιας 
Woes τὸ ᾿σοιβμενον᾽ ὅ be Onusepyos, τὴν της, δημιθργιᾶς δυνάμιν εκ τῆς ὕλης ELAnpws, κατασ- 
κευαζει τὸ γενόμενον. Ad Griecos, p. 21. x 

{| “* Regula est autem fideimqua creditur unum omnino Deum esse—qui uni- 
versa de nihilo produxerit per verbum suum primo omnium demissum,” De Pre- 
scriptione, Sect. xiii. p. 206. (P.) 

{_“ Sietiim omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et ipsa Maria de qua natus est, per ipsum 
facta est.” In Psalm Ixxv., Opera, VILL. p. 827. (P.) 
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stance; but not so much so when it was considered that he 
made that very body. Clemens Alexandrinus, speaking of 
the Son, says, ‘‘ he forms himself.”* ‘The logos, going 
forth, was the author of creation, and produced itself, when 
it was made flesh, that it might be seen.” + ‘* Having 
formed to himself a body out of the Virgin,” Athanasius says, 
“6 gave no small proof of his divinity, for he who made 
that, did also make all things.” ἢ 7 

As Christ made his own body, so he likewise made his 
own human soul. ‘The gos of God,” says Anastusius 
Senarta,§ ‘‘ when he came to renew Adam, made for 
himself such a soul as he first imparted from himself to 
Adam, by breathing into him.” || 

According to the same system, which made Christ the 
creator of his own body, he likewise raised that body from 
the grave. “If,” says Athanasius, ““ when he hung upon 
the cross, he raised the bodies of the saints, when they were 
dissolved, much more could he raise his own body, which 
he carried about him, being the logos of. the ever-living 
God.” 4 ““Ηδ who quickeneth all the dead, quickened the 
man Christ Jesus, whom he had assumed.”** Eusebius 
says, that Christ raised his own body, being the right-hand 
and power of the Father. t+ This Paulinus supposed to have 
been foretold by Jacob, when he compared Judah to a lion. 
“ΤΠ same Lord is the lion who conquered, and the lion’s 
whelp, who went to sleep of his own accord, and raised 
himself up, of whom it is written, Who shall raise him 
ΡΤ 

But, according to Origen, he was raised to life by God 


* Καὶ μὴν ἕαυτον κτίζει καὶ δημιθργει. Strom. L. vii. p. 706. (P.) 

+ TIpoeASay δὲ ὃ λογος, δημιϑργιῶς αἴτιος, ἐπειτῶ Kos ἕαυτον γεννᾷ, ὅταν ὃ λογος σαρξ 
γεννηται, ἵνα καὶ Seany. Ibid. L. ν. p. ὅ58. (P.) 

t Ἐκ wapteve πλατἼει ἑαυτῳ τὸ σωμῶώ, ive μὴ μικρὸν τῆς εοτητος αὐτῷ γνωρισμα wack 
τωρωσχῃ" ὅτι 6 Tato τ΄λασας, αὐτὸς Est καὶ τῶν ἄλλων σοιήτης. De Incarnatione, Opera, 
ΤῸ ΧΩ ᾿ 

§ A Monk of Mount-Sinai. See Nouv. Dict. Hist. I. p. 131. 

|| Ἐπιδημησας ev 6 τὸ Ose Aoyos emt τὸ ανακαινισαΐ Tov Alan’ τοιαυτὴν ἑαυτῳ ψυχὴν 
ἐδημιδργησεν, διαν amaoyne εξ ἕαυτα dia τῷ eupronuatos τῳ Αδαμ μετεδωκεν. De 
Hominis Creatione, Bandini Collectio, 11. p. 64. (.) 

4] Es yap em cavps ὧν ra wpodiadudevta vexpa τῶν γιων ἤγειρε σωματαὶ σόλλῳ μαλλον 
ἐγειρῶι δυνατῶι ὁ εφορησε copa, 6 wer ζων Θεὸς λογος. Opera, Il. p. 542. (PD 

ἘΚ Ὃ yap wavlag τὰς venpes ζωοποίων, nas τὸν ex Mapias ἀνϑρωπον Χριςον Inoay 
εζωοποιήσεν, ὃν ἀνειλῆφεν. Sermo Major de Fide, in Montfaucon’s Collectio, 11. p. 

(P.) 
Ἷ tt Καὶ αὐτὸς τὸ favre ἀνεςσε copa, debra καὶ δυναμις wy τ walpos. In Ps. ibid. 
= Del7 Ole > CEs) ; 

tt “Idem enim Dominus et leo 1116, qui vicit et catulus est leonis, sua sponte 
sopitus, et ἃ semetipso resuscitatus, de quo scriptum est: Quis suscitabit eum?” 
Ad Severum, Ep. iv., Opera, p. 53. (P) 
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the Father: “* The same,” he says, “* whom Christ honoured 
as the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and whom he 
called not the God of the dead, but of the living.” * 

The Jogos of the Father having now assumed a proper 
personal character, and being inseparably united with the 
man Jesus, anew and immense field of speculation is opened 
unto us; and great scope was given to the ingenuity of those 
who maintained so complex and so extraordinary a system. 
Christ was now a three-fold being, consisting of the divine 
fogos, a human soud, + and a human body; and the combina- 
tion of all the powers peculiar to each of these component 
parts was certainly in great danger of considerably affecting 
them all, some being lowered and others raised. 

Considering Christ as one compound being, it was gene- 
rally agreed that he held a middle rank between the supreme 
God and the creatures. Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, 
says, that ‘ Christ, by whom God made all things, is called 
a middle nature between the Father who is unbegotten, and 
the creatures.” ¢ 

Theophilus following Philo, says, that *‘ the Father is not 
confined to place, but that the logos, by which he made all 
things, being his power and wisdom, assuming the character 
of the Father, and Lord of all, was present in paradise, in 
the character of God.” ὃ 

Bishop Bull acknowledges that Justin Martyr, Tertullian, 
and Novatzan thought that the Father could not be confined 
to place, but that the Son might. || 

Methodius calls Christ the Sldest of the zons, and the 
chief of the archangels. J 

* Ov yap Um αλλϑ ἰσασιν εκ νεκρὼν εἐγήγερμενον Inoey Oee, ἡ τϑτων Warepmy® ὃν καὶ 
6 Χριςος δοξαζων Θεὸν τ Abpaap, καὶ Ισαακ, καὶ Ἰακωξ φησιν εἰναι, οὐκ ὀντων γεκρων, 
ahha ζωντων. In Johan. Comment. II. p. 1838. (.) 

} According to Watts, in his “ Christian Doctrine of the Trinity,” 1722, it is 
“a matter of opinion, not to be rashly rejected,” that this human soul “ hada 
being, and was personally united to the Divine Nature—from the foundation of 
the world.” Again, in “ The Arian invited to Orthodox Faith,” 1725, it is con- 
jectured to be “ that Logos of Philo—the glorious God—Angel who appeared to 
the Patriarchs—a sublime spirit, superior to all angels and every created being.” 
See Watts's Works, V. pp. 58, 174, 175, 182. 

Τ Ayvoavras δι ἀνασκητοι, ὡς poxpoy ay evn welaky walpos ἀγεννηῆου και τῶν κ]ισϑενων 
Um αὐτου εξ οὐκ οντων, λογικὼν τε και ἀλογων, ὧν μεσιϊευουσα φυσις μονογενής, OF ἧς τα ὅλα 
εξ οὐκ οντων εἐποιήσεν ὃ τταηρ του Θεου λογου. Theodoriti Hist, L. i. C. iv. p. 17. (P.) 

§ Axee ὅ φημι" 6 μεν Θεὸς καὶ walnp των ὅλων αχωρηῖος ext, καὶ ev τόπῳ οὐχ ἑυρισκεται" 
ου γὰρ Ess Tomes τῆς χαταπαυσεως αυτϑ᾽ ὃ δὲ λογὸος αὐτῷ OV ov Ta ττωντὰ πεποίηκε, δυνάμεις 
ὧν καὶ Topia αυτϑ, αναλαμξανων τὸ προσωπὸν Te wal pos καὶ κυριθ τῶν ὅλων, δυτος Wape~ 
γένετο εἰς Toy Wapadeicoy ev ττροσώπῳ τ Geo. L.ii. p. 129. (P.) 

|| Defensio, Sect. iv. (Ὁ. iii. p. 236. (PD 

q Hy yap πρεπωδες ATO, Toy πρεσξυτατον τῶν αἰώνων, καὶ πῦρωτον τῶν ἀρχωγγελων, 
ανϑρῶποις μελλων συνομίλειν, εἰς τὸν τρεσθυτατον καὶ τρωτὸν τῶν avIpwmay εἰσοικισχήναι. 


De Convivio Virginum, ρ. 79, (P.) 
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CHAPTER VI. 


Christ, besides being the Logos of the Father, was thought to 
have a proper Human Soul. 


As Christ reasoned and conversed like other men, it 
might have been thought that he had only one reasoning 
intelligent principle within him, whatever that had been. 
But it is remarkable, that all the fathers till the time of Arzus 
held that Christ had a proper human soul as well as a human 
body; which, of itself, affords a strong presumption, that 
the ancient opinion was that of Christ being a mere man, 
without any pre-existent soul at all. Had the generally- 
received opinion been, that the soul of Christ was a great 
pre-existent spirit, they who aimed at nothing more than 
advancing the rank and power of that spirit, would not have 
thought it necessary to give Christ another soul, (one being 
sufficient for all the purposes of intelligence,) and whatever 
this soul had been capable of before, it might have done 
afterwards. 

Since, therefore, the philosophizing Christians did not 
proceed in this manner, it is plain that they had a different 
foundation to build upon. They found the popular opinion 
to be, that Christ was a man; and the received opinion of 
that age was, that a man consisted of two parts, viz. soul and 
body. What they said, therefore, at first, was, as I have 
shewn, little more then all Christians had supposed, and 
what might be considered as only a different way of expres- 
sing the same thing. The common people believed that the 
man Jesus was under the direction and influence of the 
spirit and power of God, and the philosophers among them 
supposed that the divine spirit, which they called the logos, 
was attached and inseparably united to the man Jesus. 
They would say, that this was only the same pranciple or 
power by which God made the world, and inspired the 
ancient prophets ; and the common people would not know 
how to object to this. 

Accordingly, it does not appear that the common people 
were alarmed at this new doctrine, till those who had ad- 
vanced it proceeded one step farther, and maintained, that 
in consequence of this intimate and permanent.union of the 
divine logos to the man Jesus, he might. be called God. 
Still, however, they were particularly careful to represent 
this new God as greatly inferior to the Supreme Being, and 


A HUMAN SOUL. | 971 


as having no divinity but what he derived from him; and, 
therefore, might still be called Azs. In this manner we have 
seen they endeavoured to turn off the force of the popular 
objections. 

When, afterwards, the Arians supposed the logos that 
was in Christ to be a created being, and not the proper 
logos or reason of the Father, they naturally dropped the 
notion of Christ having a human soul; and at this, as being 
quite a novel opinion, the orthodox made loud exclamations. 
Had the ancient doctrine, therefore, been, that the /ogos was 
a creature, the notion of Christ having a human soul would 
never have been adopted. 

It is evident, that the Christian writers never speak of 
more than one logos, and this was the logos or wisdom of 
the Father, and uncreated. Whether, therefore, they thought 
that this logos could be so far united to a man, as to partake 
of his sufferings (which some of them probably did), or they 
did not, it is evident that it could not be a human soul. 
Besides, had there been any such difference of opinion 
among the fathers, as that some of them should have held 
that the logos in Christ was uncreated, while others held 
that it was created ; if some of them should have maintained 
that it was the proper wisdom and power of the Father, and 
others that it was a spirit so far similar to a human soul, 
as to be capable of a proper union with a human body, and 
of all the functions of other souls, there would certainly 
have been a discussion of the question. Considering how 
attentive Christians actually were to every opinion con- 
cerning the person of Christ, from the time of the apostles 
to that of the Council of Nice, as well as afterwards, a 
difference of opinion of this magnitude would certainly have 
excited as much controversy before the time of Arius as it 
did after his time. 

Since, therefore, it is evident from their writings, that all 
the fathers before the Council of Nzce, who mention the 
logos at all, had the same idea of it, and there was no contro- 
versy among them on the subject, (though they were highly 
offended at the notion of the Gnostics, whose Christ very 
much resembled the Arian logos,) it may be presumed, 
ἃ priori, that they did not differ with respect to the other 
constituent parts of Christ, but that whatever opinion was 
clearly held by some of them, was held by them all. And 
there is this farther probability in favour of it, that there was 
no more controversy among them about the soul of Christ, 
than there was about he logos. 
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That Christ had a human soul, was clearly, as 1 shall now 
proceed to shew, the opinion of all the orthodox fathers 
before the Council of Nece. Clemens Romanus says, “ Christ 
gave his own blood for us by the will of God, his flesh for 
our flesh, his soul for our souls.”* Justen Martyr says, 
« Our doctrine is more sublime than any thing that was ever 
taught by man, as the whole of the rational being, Christ, 
who appeared for us, consisted of a body, the logos, and a 
soul.” + 

Ireneus unquestionably had the idea of Christ having a 
human soul, as well as a body. In describing the whole 
person of Christ, he represents it as the union of God and 
man, and not of the logos and the body of a man only. 
‘‘ The prophets,” he says, ‘‘ preached his coming according 
to the flesh, by which he was made a mixture and union of 
God and man.” + He always supposes man to consist of 
two parts, sou/ and body, and expressly speaks of Christ as 
having both. ‘If Christ,” he says, ‘ was not what we are, 
it is of little consequence that he suffered. We consist of 
a body which is from the earth, and a sou/ from the breath 
of God. The word of God therefore took this, his own 
work, upon himself, and on this account confesses himself 
to be the Son of man.” ὃ 

He speaks of Christ as being three days in the place 
where the dead are, preaching to the souls there; || and he 
could not think that such a dogos as he describes could have 
been particularly in that place; for he considered the logos 
not as any thing that was created, but what had always 
existed with God. ‘* Thou, O man,” says he, “art not 
uncreated, nor didst thou co-exist with God, like his own 
word.” 4] 


* Ey ἀγαπῃ wporehabero ἡμας ὁ δεσποτῆς δια THY ἀγαπήν ἦν εἰχεν προς UKs, TO ἄιμα 
αὐτὰ edonev ὑπερ ἥμων ὃ Χριςος ὃ κυριος ἥμων, εν a cAnuats Θεου, καὶ τὴν σαρκῶ ὑπερ τῆς 
σαρχος ἥμων, καὶ τὴν ψυχὴν ὕπερ των ψυχων ἡἥμων. Sect. xlix. p. 175. (Ρ.) 

+ Μεγαλειοτερα μεν ουν aos ανϑρωπειδ διδασκαλιας, φαινεται τὰ ἡμετερα δια τουτὸ 
λογικὸν τὸ ὅλον (Bice To λογικὸν ὅλον) τὸν φῶνεντῶ OF ἥμας Χριςον yeyovevar καὶ σωμῶ καὶ 
λογον καὶ ψυχήν. Apol. ii. p. 128. (P.) 

1 “ Prophete — praedicaverunt ejus secundum carnem adventum, per quem 
commixtio et communio Dei et hominis—facta est.” L. iv. C. xxxvii. p. 331. (P.) 

“Si hoc non factus est quod nos eramus, non magnum faciebat quod passus 
est et sustinuit. Nos autem, quoniam corpus sumus de terra acceptum, et anima _ 
accipiens adeo spiritum, omnis quicunque confitebitur. Hoc itaque factum est 
verbum Dei, suum plasma in semetipsum recapitulans, et propter hoc Filium 
hominis se confitetur.” L.iii. C. xxxiii. p. 260. (P.) : 

{| “ Tribus diebus conversatus est ubi erant mortui. Et propter hoc Dominum 
in ea que sunt sub terra descendisse, evangelizantem et illis adventum suum , 
remissam peccatorum existentem his qui credunt in eum.” L. v. C. xxxv. p. 451, 
L. iv. C. Ixv. p. 346. (P.) : : 

ἢ «Non enim infectus es, Ὁ homo, nec semper co-existebas Deo, sicut proprium 
ejus verbum.” L, ii. C. xliii. p. 169. (P-) 
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In answer to the Gnostzcs, who said that it was Jesus only; 
and not ¢he Christ that suffered, he says, indeed, that in the 
account of our Saviour’s sufferings in the Scriptures, the 
word Christ is made use of.* But when he explains him- 
self more fully, he says, it was ἐλ man only that suffered, 
the dogos being quiescent at that time. ‘* As he was man, 
that he might be tempted, so he was the logos, that he might 
be glorified; the logos being quiescent in his temptation, 
crucifixion, and death, but being present with the man, in 
his victory, patience, kindness, resurrection, and ascension.” + 

It is sufficiently evident that Novatean believed Christ to 
have a soul as well as the logos, this being God, a principle 
properly dzvene, which could not suffer or die. ‘ If the 
immortal soul in other persons,” he says, ‘‘ could not be 
killed, how much less could the word of God, and God in 
Christ, be killed !—From this,” he says, “‘ may be inferred, 
that it was only the man in Christ that was killed, and that 
the word could not become mortal.” As he had just before 
observed that in man the body only can die, he would 
naturally have used the term body with respect to Christ, 
and not that of man ium him, if he had πος believed that 
besides the logos, Christ consisted of a complete man, soul 
and body. ἢ 

Tertullian always supposes the same. Speaking of 
Christ’s saying, “* My God, my God, why hast thou for- 
saken me?” ‘ This voice,” says he, ‘‘ was from the flesh, 
and the soul, that is, the man, and not of the word or the 
spirit, that is, not of the God; and was uttered to shew 
that God was impassible, who thus left the Son, and gave 
up his man to death.§ In Christ” he says, writing 
against the Gnostics, “« we find a soul and flesh, in plain and 
express terms ; that is, the soul is a soul, and the flesh, flesh. 


* Tlavraye em τοῦ wates τοῦ κυριου ἥμων καὶ τῆς αν )βωποτητίθ» αὐτου τῳ Tov Χριςου 
xexontas ὀνόματι. L. iii. C. xx. p. 246. (P.) 

1 Ὥσπερ yap yy av ρωπί» iva πειρασϑῃ, δυτω καὶ λογί» iva δοξασϑῃ" ἡσυχαΐζοντος 
μὲν Ta oye ἐν τῷ πειρασδαι, και ςαυρϑσδαι, και αποσνησπειν" ovylivoneve de ev τῷ νικᾷν, 
καὶ ὕπομενειν, KO χρης-ευεσῶαι, καὶ ἀνις-ασδϑῶι, καὶ ἀνωαλωμξανεσδαι. L. iii. C. xxi. 
p. 250. (P.) 

{ ‘ Quod si anima immortalis occidi aut interfici non potest in quovis alio, licet 
(cum scilicet) corpus et caro sola possit interfici, quanto magis utique verbum Dei, 
et Deus in Christo, interfici omnino non potuit; cum caro sola et corpus occisum 
sit. Per hee colligitur non nisi hominem in Christo interfectum appareat, ad 
mortalitatem sermonem in loco (in illo) non esse deductum,” C. xxv. p. 194. Ed. 
Jackson. (P.) 

§ * Sed hac vox carnis et anime, id est hominis: non sermonis; nec spiritus, 
id est non Dei, propterea emissa est, ut impassibilem Deum ostenderit, qui sic Filium 
χῶμα»... dum hominem ejus tradidit in mortem.” Ad Praxeam, Sect. xxx, p. 
518. ΤᾺ} 
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Had the soul been flesh, or the flesh a soul, they ought to 
have been so called.” * 

Origen, who has been supposed to be a favourer of 
Arianism, exactly follows these writers in this doctrine. + 
I shall select a few passages from him. ‘* He whom we are 
perstiaded to have been from the beginning God, and with 
God, he is the very logos, the very wisdom, and the very 
truth. He took a mortal body and a human soul, and by 
uniting and mixing them with himself, made them partake 
of his divinity.”+ ‘“ Christ not only preached in the body, 
but his soul, freed from the. body, preached to other souls, 
likewise freed from the body, that would be converted to 
himself.”§ In answer to Celsus, who had said, that “1 
God, the immortal logos, took the mortal body and the soul 
of man, he would be subject to change,” Origen says, “" Let 
him learn, that the logos, remaining essentially the logos, 
suffers nothing of what the body or the soul feels.” || In 
his Commentaries on Matthew, he says, that Christ increased 
in wisdom with respect to his human soul.” 4] 

Socrates the historian, giving an account of a synod held 
at Alexandria, at which Athanasius attended, says, “* It was 
there agreed, that when Christ became incarnate, hé took not 
only flesh, but also the soul of man, which was the opinion 
of all the ancient divines. For they did not think that they 
were introducing a new doctrine into the church, but what 
was agreeable to ecclesiastical tradition among Christian 
philosophers. This was the doctrine of all the ancient 
writers, who have mentioned the subject. For certainly 
Irenzeus, Clemens, Apollinarius of Hierapolis, and Serapion 
bishop of Antioch, shew by their writings, that they con- 
sidered it as a thing universally acknowledged, that when 


* “Jn Christo vero invenimus animam et carnem, simplicibus et nudis vocabulis 
editas; id est, animam animam, et caruem carnem; nusquam animam carnem, aut 
carnem animam: quando ita nominari debuissent.” De Carne Christi, Sect. xv. p. 
915. ὁ (P32 

t See his Treatise against Celsus, pp. 62—64, 128, and many other places. (P.) 

1 Ὅμως δὲειςώσαν δι eyradreries, ὅτι Gy μὲν νομιζομεν. καὶ πεπεισμεθα ἀρχηδεν εἰνῶς 
Θεὸν Kas ὕιον Θεου, αὑτὸς ὃ αὐ]ολογος est Kat ἡ αὐ]οσοφια και ἡ αυ]οαληδεια. To de νηϊον 
GUTS THOU, καὶ τὴν ανρωπινὴν EV αὐτῷ ψυχήν, τῇ πρὸς ἔκεινοὸ GU μόνον κοινωνίᾳ, αλλ χαὶ 
ἕνωσει “Gb ἀνακρῶσε;, τὰ μεγις-α φαμεν ποροσειληφεναι, καὶ τῆς eneive “δ ειο]η1 Ὁ)» κεκοινω- 
νηχοῖα, εἰς Θεὸν μεταξεξηκεναι. L. iii. p. 186. (P.) ' 

§ Καὶ γυμνη σωματος γενομενί» ψυχη, ταῖς γυμναις σωμαΐων ὥμιλει ψυχαῖς, emispepav 
κάκεινων τας βελομενας προς αὖον. 1... 11, p.85. (P.) 

|| Es δὲ καὶ coma ὥνηϊον nar ψυχὴν ἀνθρωπινὴν avarabay 6 α΄ϑανατίθ» Θεὸς λογῶ» 
Sones τῳ Κελσῳ αλλατεσδαι και μεταπλατΊεσσαι" μανθανετω ὅτι ὃ λογίθ», TH ϑσιᾳ μένων 
λογίθ», εδὲν μεν στασχει ὧν πάσχει τὸ σωμα ἡ ἡ ψνυχη. Liv. p. 170, (P.) 

{ Καὶ ὅγω ye axaw wep τὸ σωτηρίᾷ» αἀναλαθοντῷ»» ανϑρωπινην ψυχὴν τὸ ὁ Incas 
προεκοπῆεν. I. p. 330. (P.) 
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Christ became incarnate he had a soul. The council which 
was assembled on the account of Beryllus, of Alexandria in 
Arabia, in their letters to Beryllus, shew the same thing ; 
and Origen frequently in his writings acknowledged Christ 
to have a soul.” * 

Indeed, as I have observed, had some of the fathers had 
one opinion on this subject, and some another, it could not 
have failed to occasion a discussion of the point, and warm 
controversy, before the time of Arius. It is to this day, also, 
the received opinion of all those who are called orthodox, 
that Christ has a proper human soul, and the Arzans still 
are the only Christians who deny this. 

As this doctrine of Christ having a proper human soul, 
together with that of the real origin and nature of the logos, 
is of so much consequence to the system of Arianism, I 
have carefully attended to every thing that I could find to 
have been advanced by any Arians on the subject. But tomy 
great surprise, | have hardly found that it has been so much 
as noticed .by them, except by Mr. Whiston, who, in his | 
* Collection of ancient Monuments relating to the Trinity,” + 
without mentioning any other authority whatever, infers 
from there being no express mention of a human soul in 
Christ in two particular treatises of Athanasius, viz. that 
against the Gentiles, and that on the Incarnation, that “ this 
father seems as if he had never heard of such a notion 
among Christians atall.”+ He adds, ‘1 solemnly appeal to 
the unbiassed reader, after he has carefully perused the 
whole discourse, whether he can believe that Athanasius 
owned a human, rational soul, as assumed by the word at 
the incarnation, when he wrote that treatise.’ He then 
concludes with asserting, that ‘‘ the acknowledgment of a 
human and rational soul in Christ, distinguished from his 
divine nature, was one of the last branches of the Athanasian 
heresy.” 


That this writer was aware of the mmportance of this fact, 


* Kas toy ἐενανθρωπήσαντα, ov μόνον ἐνσαρκον, ἄλλα καὶ eurvxwuevey ὠπεφηνανῖο, 6 και 
Wahas τοις ἐχκλησιαςικοις ανδρασιν εδοκει" ου γαρ γεα υῶν τινα Sonrnesay ἐπινόησανες εἰς 
τὴν ἐπχλήσιαν εἰσηγῶγον, ἀλλα deg εξ ἀρχῆς καὶ ἢ εἐκχλησιαςιπὴ παράδοσις ἔλεγε, καὶ 
αποδεικτίκως παρα τοῖς Χριςιανων copes εφιλοσοφειτο" ὅ]ω γαρ Wavres δι ππαλαιοτεροῖ 
περι Tele Avyoy γυμνασανῖες, ἐγγραῴον ἥμιν κατελειπον᾿ καὶ γὰρ Ἐιρηνάιος τε καὶ Κλημής, 
Ἀπολλινάριος τε ὁ ἹἹεραπολίης, καὶ Σαραπιων ὃ τῆς εν Αντιοχειᾳᾷ προεστὼς ἐκκλησιᾶς, 
ἐμψυχον τὸν ἐενανθρωπήσαντα εν τοις πονηθεισιν autos λογοις ὡς ὅμολογθμενον AUTOS φασ- 
Keo οὐ μὴν ἀλλα καὶ 4 δια Βηρυλλον τὸν Φιλαδελφιας τῆς ev Αραξιᾳ ἐπίσκοπον γενομενὴ 
συνοδὸος γραφεσα Βηρύλλῳ ta avta πιαραδεδωκεν. ὩὨριγενῆς δὲ πτανταχϑ μεν ev τοῖς φερο- 
μένοις αὐτῷ βιδλιοις, euapuyoy τὸν ενανθρωπησαντα οιδεν. LL, iti. C. vii. p. 178, (P.) 

+ “ And Incarnation, and to the History of the [Vth Century of the Church,” - 
one of Three Essays, published in 1718, See his Memoirs, Ed. 2, p. 192. 

} Essays, p.74. (P.) 
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is very evident. ‘It is indisputable,” he says, ‘‘ and is 
agreed on by all, that in case our Saviour did not assume a 
human, rational soul at his incarnation, the common ortho- 
doxy cannot possibly be defended.” But if he did, the 
Arian hypothesis must fall to the ground. 

Now, certainly, it cannot follow that because express 
mention is not made of the human soul of Christ, in two 
particular treatises, that the author did not allow, and had 
not even heard of sucha thing. Indeed, I do not see that 
Athanasius had any particular occasion to mention it in 
these treatises. For it was the body of Christ, and the 
infirmities of such a body, that was the great objection to 
Christianity, which he was endeavouring to answer; and 
therefore he dwells upon the necessity of Christ taking such 
a body. But in several parts of these very treatises, and even 
some of those that are marked by Mr. Whiston himself, as most 
favourable to his own conclusion, the human soul of Christ 
seems to be hinted at; as when the Jogos is said to have 
assumed, or to have been united to the man or human nature 
in general, and not the body in particular. ‘ When human 
nature was gone astray,” he says, ‘‘ the Word took possession 
of it, and appeared as a man, that he might save it from its 
dangerous state, by his governing power and goodness.” ἕξ 

But what is sufficiently decisive in favour of Athanasius, 
as well as all his predecessors, believing that Christ had a 
proper human soul, is, that the logos, according to his and 
their description of it, could not supply the place of one, 
because it was the proper wesdom of the Father, and conse- 
quently incapable of suffering, which was always supposed 
to be one end of the incarnation. The following are descrip- 
tions of the dogos, in these very treatises, and in Mr. Whis- 
ton’s own translation. 

ςς But God the word was not of this nature in man; for 
he was not bound fast to the body, but did himself rather 
hold it together, when he was therein; and also was at the 
same time present to all things, and was without the beings 
that exist, and rested alone in his Father.” + 

“« Fle is the good product of a good being, and the true 
Son, and is therefore the power, wisdom, and word of the 
Father; and is not such by participation. Nor are those 

* Ti amisov λεγεῖαι wap ἥμιν, εἰ, πσλανωμενὴς τῆς avIpwrolyl/Ov, exartioey 6 AoyGv 
ems ταυΐην καὶ avSowmos ἐπεφανὴ, iva χειμαζομενὴην αὐτὴν arepowon Ose τῆς κυξερνήσεως 
αὐτου και ὠγανδο]η]». Ῥ. 907. (Ρ. 

+ Ov yap συνεδεδετο τῳ σωματι ἀλλα μᾶλλον αὐτὸς ἐκρῶτει τ870, OSE καὶ ἐν TET ἢν 


καὶ ἐν τοῖς σασιν ETVY HAVE, καὶ ξξω τῶν ὀντὼν NY, καὶ ἐν μόνῳ τῷ ὅσαῆρι avemavera. Sect. 
χνὶϊ. p. 70. (P.) 
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qualities external or adventitious to him, as is the case of 
those that are partakers of them, and are instructed by him 
and become powerful and rational through him. But he is 
peculiarly the real wisdom, the real word, the real power of 
the Father,” &c.* 

Athanasius, moreover, in the treatise on the incarnation, 
expressly says, that the logos was incapable of suffering, as 
indeed being of a divine nature it could never be supposed 
tobe. ‘* He himself was not hurt at all, as being impassible 
and the real word of God.” + 

It is acknowledged that Justen Martyr and Ireneus (but 
I do not know that it is true of any others) speak of the 
logos suffering. The former says, that ‘ the logos was 
preached as suffering.” t+ And the latter says, “" the logos 
of God became flesh, and suffered.”§ But as both these 
writers supposed that Christ had a human soul, proper for 
suffering, it is most probable that they only used the term 
logos in these places, as synonymous to Christ, (that being 
in their opinion the most honourable part of him,) whose 
soul and body only really suffered. This may be concluded 
with certainty to have been the case with respect to Jreneus, 
who expressly says that the logos was queescent in the suf- 
ferings of Christ; and therefore we can hardly doubt, but 
that Justin also, if he had had any occasion to explain him- 
self on the subject, would have said the same. 

It is possible, however, though not probable, that some 
persons might imagine, that the dogos, being intimately 
united to the soul and body of a man, might, in some sense, 
partake in their sufferings. But as both these writers held 
that Christ had a human soul, it is evident that they did not 
consider the sufferings of the logos, in whatever sense they 
might use that expression, as implying that a human soul 
was not necessary to Christ ; and, therefore, | do not see how 
Arians can derive any advantage from it, as used by them. 

Also, to make Jreneus consistent with himself, we must 
suppose that when, in opposition to the Gnosties, he said 
that it was CArisé and not Jesus only that suffered, he only 
meant to say, that there was no such super-angelic being as 

* Και ὅτι wyartov εξ ayate γεννημα, καὶ adrndivos vies ύπαρχων, δυναμις est τϑ wal pos, 
καὶ copia, καὶ λογος, ov xara μετοχην TavTa wy, ade εξωδεν ἐπιγινομένων TETWY αὐτῷ 
κατα Tas avTa μετεχόντας καὶ σοφιζομενες δι᾿ αυτϑ, και Buvareas καὶ Aoyimes ἐν αὐτῷ 
γινομένας, αλλ᾽ αὐυτοσοφια, αὐτολογος, αυτοδυνάμις Dia Te walpos εἐςτιν. Ad Gentes, p. 
be ies μεν yap autos Bdev, amas καὶ apyapros, Kas ἀντολογοὸς wy, Kas Θεος. 
Sect. liv. p. 108. (P.) 

t Κηρυχϑεντα δι᾽ αυτων πιαϑοντα λογον. Dial. in Jackson on Novatian, p. 357. (P.) 

§ Δια τι ὁ 0B σαρξ ἐγένετο καὶ ἐπαδεν. Lari. C. iv. pe 47. (PD 
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they held, which flew away from Jesus when he was upon 
the cross; but that the Zogos, which had been united to him 
before, continued still united to him, even in his sufferings, 
though he did not properly partake of them. This agrees 
with his saying that the logos was quiescent in his sufferings, 
meaning perhaps that he did not interpose to prevent or 
alleviate them. , 

Mr. Jackson considers these casual expressions of Justin 
Martyr and Ireneus as circumstances by which we may 
discover the true doctrine of the apostolic age.* But this is 
a conjecture unsupported by any other fact or circumstance 
whatever; and it is highly improbable, on several accounts, 
that Christians of the apostolic age should have supposed 
that Christ had no other than a created soul, and that this 
soul was the dogos; and that all the writers from that time 
till the Council of Nece should invariably hold that the logos 
was uncreated, and that Christ had a human soul besides 
the logos, without any discussion of the subject, without any 
controversy ; when it is known that, from the first appear- 
ance of the Gnostrcs, all the Christian world were so atten- 
tive to every opinion concerning the person of Christ. 

Origen, Tertullian, and others, who wrote not long after 
freneus, expressly say that the logos could not suffer, as 
Trenzeus himself says in effect; and they write in such a 
manner on the subject, as if they considered it to be the 
universal opinion. It may be presumed, therefore, that 
these writers did not imagine that Justin Martyr, or any 
other Christian writer, held any other opinion on the subject. 

Mr. Jackson might have found much stronger language 
than what he has quoted from Justin Martyr or Ireneus 
concerning the suffering of Christ as God, in Casszan, and 
others who wrote in the Nestorzan controversy, (as will be 
seen when | consider that subject,) and yet when they 
were charged with asserting that the /ogos itself really suf- 
fered, they strongly disclaim having had any such meaning. 
Cyril of Alexandria says, ‘They were charged with asserting 
that the logos suffered, but that no one was ever so mad as 
to suppose it.” + What Cyr here says of himself and his 
friends, was, I doubt not, true of Justzn Martyr, who speaks 
as highly of the dogos as Cyril or any Christian writer 

* Adnotationes in Novatianum, p. 356. (P.) 
+ “ Proemiuin vero in maledicta ab hereticis tanquam acerbe facta invehitur, 
et velut ostendere conatur, corpus esse quod passum est, non Deus verbum, quasi 


sint qui dicant verbum Dei, quod nulli est passioni obnoxium, passioni esse sub- 


dgetams Sed nemo usque adeo insanit, ut hoc dicat.” Epist. vi. Opera, Ul. p. 
17. (P.) 
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whatever, making it to have been an attribute of the Father ; 
and therefore he must have thought it to be as incapable of 
proper suffering as the Father himself. 

It will likewise appear highly improbable, that any persons 
near the apostolic age should have considered Christ as 
having a created logos in the place of a human soul, if it be 
considered, that the opinion of all the Jews at the time of 
the promulgation of the gospel was, that the Messeah was a 
mere man, and that the apostles did not, for some time at 
least, preach any other doctrine, as will be abundantly proved 
in its proper place. How, then, was there time, in the nature 
of things, for the Christian world in general to have passed 
from this opinion, first to that of Christ having had a pre- 
existent soul, capable of creating all things; then, before the 
time of Justin Martyr, have imagined that soul to have been 
uncreated, the proper logos or wisdom of the Father, and 
again to have superadded a proper human soul, such as they 
first began with, to this logos? The very mention of such an 
hypothesis as this, is, 1 should think, sufficient to expose it. 

Upon the whole, I cannot help thinking that there is the 
strongest evidence that the antz-nicene fathers believed that 
Christ had a proper human soul, as well as a human body ; 
their logos being such as could not supply the place of it, 
being that power which, at the very time that it was incarnate, 
supported all things, and was even then as much in the 
Father as ever it had been. Consequently, those fathers 
could not have been Arians. 

That the soul which the fathers ascribed to Christ, besides 
the dogos, was.a proper soul, and not merely the sensedeve 
soul of some philosophers, is evident from the man being 
said by them to consist of this soud and a body; a kind of 
definition in which the term souw/ always expressed every 
thing belonging to a man that was not body. This will 
have been observed to have been the case with respect to 
Treneus. * 

Those philosophers who, following the principles of Plato, 
maintained that man has two souls, gave Christ two souls 
also, and disposed of them according to their respective na- 
tures. “ Christ,” said Theophylact, ““ was in paradise not only 
as God, but also in his rational and intellectua! soul ; and 
the animal soul only was in hell.” + 


* “With respect to Irenzeus, Origen’s words, quoted supra, p. 274, are also 
decisive as to this point; since he there says, that the soul of Christ, divested of 
the body, preached to souls divested of bodies; which can vever be understood of 
the merely sensitive soul.” (X.) 

t Kas yap ov μονὸν nado Θεὸς qv ev τῳ παραδείσῳ, αλλα καὶ Kato ανϑδρωπινὴν Porgy 
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To the soul of Christ, Orzgen gave the peculiar power of 
quitting its body, and returning to it again, whenever it 
pleased ; meaning, that the dogos dismissed the soul and 
re-united it to the body. ‘‘ Christ,” says he, “ did not die 
according to the common course of nature, but by the exer- 
tion of a power given him by God for that purpose.”* He 
says, that his *‘ soul both left the body, and returned to it 
again at his own pleasure.” + The same sentiment is also 
advanced by Cyprian, who says, “ that Christ being cru- 
cified, preventing the office of the executioner, of his own 
accord dismissed his spirit, and on the third day he, of his 
own accord, rose from the dead.” + This doctrine is still 
held by many modern Arians, though it is highly derogatory 
from the character of Christ, and destroys the force of his 
example in suffering; as it supposes that he had a power of 
putting an end to his torments, and consequently of lessen- 
ing the agony of them, which his followers had not.§ 

Anastasius Sinaita says, that Christ gave his soul a pecu- 
liar privilege, above that which was given to Adam, which 
was only * the breath of God. For the soul of Immanuel 
had its essence in God, with God, and like God.” || 


ππροσελαξετο λογικὴν Καὶ νοερῶν, καὶ EV τῷ πταραδεισῳ γέγονε μετα Tov νοῦν" καὶ εἰς ὧδε 
καΐηλῆδε μετα ψυχης. In Luc. C. xxiii. Opera, I. p.535. (P.) 

* Ἔλεγε 666 eos Ιησες wep τῆς ἕαυτε ψυχῆς (ov κατὰ τὸ ἀνθρωπινον ypewy χωριζομενὴς 
τὸ σωμάτος, ἀλλα κατὰ τὴν δοθεισαν αυτῳ καὶ wep Teo τταραδοξον ekeciay) το, δδεις 
ἄτρει τὴν ψυχήν μ8 ἀπο Ee, αλλα eyw Tins αὐτὴν an’ evavte. Ad Celsum, L. ii. 
ΡΟ 20} - (PJ 

t+ Kas περι τὴν Eavre τελευΐην εἰχε τι whey’ iva ἕκεσω μεν τὸ Tope καταλιπῃ ἡ ψυχη, 
οικονομησαμενη Oe Twa εξω avte, Dah ἐπανελζη ὅτε δβλεται" τοιεῖον δ᾽ ἀνωγεγρωπῖαι 
παρα τῳ Ἰωαννῇ εἰρηκέναι  Ιησες λογόν, ἐν τῷ, εδεις ἄιρει τὴν ψυχὴν We aT ἐμ, αλλ᾽ ἔγω 
Tis αὐτὴν aT ἐμαᾶντϑ8. Ἑξεσιαν eyw Dewar αὐτὴν, καὶ παλιν εξεσιαν exw λαξειν 
ἄντην. Ibid. L. ii. Ρ. 70. (}.) 

{ “ Nam εἴ crucifixus, prevento carnificis officio spiritum sponte dimisit, et die 
tertio rursus ἃ mortuis sponte surrexit.” De Zdolorum Vanitate, p. 16. (P.) 

§ “ Matt. xxvii. 50: Αφηκε τὸ πνευμα. Some critics translate these words, 
He dismissed his spirit. “παν frame an hypothesis that Christ was in full vigour 
when he died, that his strength was not exhausted by pain and suffering, and 
that this expiration of life was owing to his own voluntary dismission of it. See 
Macknight in loc., and Dr. Benson's Life of Christ, p. 514. [Doddridge, Sect. 191, 
Note 1 But the phrase here employed by the sacred writer is never used in this 
sense. It signifies simply to die, to expire, to breathe our last. See Josephus de 
Bello Jud. pp. 164, 390, Havercamp; Eusebii Hist. Eccles. (speaking of Maximin, 
the persecutor of the Christians), L. ix. C. viii., Cantab. 1720; Huripidis Hecuba, 
(representing the death of Polyxena,) ver. 571. See also his Helena, ver. 1447, edit. 
Heidelberg, 1597.” Harwood’s Iniroduction, 11. pp. $51, 352. See, on Matt. xxvii. 
50, Vol. XIII. p. 361. 

|| Ἢ μεν yap re Αδαμ, ψυχή ex ee τὴν ὕπαρξιν δια τ εμφυσηματὸς ἐσχεν" ἡ δὲ τα 
Epyavenr ψυχὴ evSeov, καὶ συνῶεον, και ὅμοδεον βσιωσιν ἐεσχεν. De Hominis Creatione, 
Bandini Collectio, 11. p. 66. (P.) See supra. p. 268, Note §. 
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CHAPTER VII. 


OF THE UNION BETWEEN THE LOGOS AND THE SOUL 
AND BODY OF CHRIST, AND THEIR RESPECTIVE 
PROPERTIES. 


SECTION::4. 
Of this Union in general. 


SEVERAL curious questions may be started with respect 
to the union between the divine dogos and the soul and body 
of Christ; for this union was always represented as being 
equally strict with that which subsists between the soul and 
body of man; the maxim being, that as the soul and body 
make one man, so God and man make one Christ. Austen 
says, ‘‘ God mixed with man makes Christ, as the soul 
and body make a man.”* On this system, a considerable 
difficulty occurred. It was a maxim that the properties of 
divinity could not be impaired by any circumstance whatever, 
the divine nature being absolutely unchangeable. It was there- 
fore, contrary to all reason, supposed that the human nature 
was a gainer by the union, and the divine nature no loser. 
“* Christ,” says Eusebius, “‘ imparted of his divine nature to 
man, but did not receive the properties of mortal nature.” + 
This he compares to the sun, the light of which is not 
contaminated by shining on dirty objects. In this, indeed, 
he had not a view to the body of Christ in particular, but 
to human nature in general which was benefited by the 
union of dzvenzty, while this was no loser; but there can be 
no doubt but he had the same idea with respect to the union 
of the logos to a single man. ‘They did not, however, sup- 
pose that the human nature of Christ was materially changed 
by its union with the divine nature. ‘* As the introduction 
of fire,” says Basil, ““ does not alter the property of iron, 
so the divinity is not changed by the body of Christ.” ¢ 


* “ Sicut in unitate persone anima unitur corpori ut homo sit, ita in unitate 
personz Deus unitur homini, ut Christus sit. Quomodo est enim unus homo anima 
et corpus, ae unus Christus verbum et homo.” Jn Johan. T’r. x\viii. Opera, IX. 

. 349. (P.) 
᾿ Τ Αλλα τὰ μεν εξ αυτῷ τταραδιδος τῳ ανϑρωπῳ, τὰ δ᾽ ex τα Syqre μη ἀαντιλαμβανων. 
De Laudibus Const, p. 761. (Ρ.) 
1 Mas ev, φησι τῆς σωματικῆς ασϑενειας ὁ Θεὸς λογὸς a ἐνεπλησϑη" payer, ὡς 8δὲ τὸ 
VOL, VI. 2L 
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When the doctrine was more advanced it was maintained 
that ‘‘ the whole of the divinity of Christ was united to the 
whole of the humanity, and not part to part,” as we read in 
Damascenus.* This was agreeable to the established maxim 
with respect to the union between the soul and body of 
man. 

So very different were the divine and human natures of 
Christ conceived to be, and yet so necessary was it, for the 
purpose of the orthodox Christian fathers, to make an wnzon 
between them, that no embarrassment or discordance of 
opinion among them can-surprise us. Epzphanius must 
have considered the soul of Christ as having had but little 
proper union with his divinity, when he supposed that 
while he was on the cross the former prayed to the latter. T 
Fulgentius says, that “ when the human nature of Christ 
suffered, the divine nature did not even feel compassion, 
any more than the soul of Christ died when the body did.” Ὁ 
The same writer, however supposes that, though the soul of 
Christ did not know the Father, it had a perfect knowledge 
of the divinity of the Son, with which it made one person. § 

As a man consists of two parts, it was necessary, in order- 
to complete this system, that the dogos should be united to 
the body, as well as to the soul of Christ. Accordingly we 
read, in the aceount of the embassy to the Armenians, that 
ἐς the divinity of Christ was never separated from his body, 
or his soul.” || Even the death of the body was not supposed 
to break this union. “ The divinity of Christ,” says Damas- 
cenus, “* was not separated from the body of Christ even in 
death. -Even in that state, all the three made but one 
hypostasis. Neither the soul nor the body had any pecu- 
wup τῶν Te σιδηρδ ιδιωμώτων μεταλωμξανει" μελᾶς ὁ σίδηρος Kas ψυχρος" αλλ᾽ ὅμως wupax- 
THES THY τ BWupes μορφὴν ὑποδυεται, AUTOS λαμπρυνόμενος BX μελαινων TO πυρ, Καὶ αυΐος 
ἐκφλογεμενος οὐκ ἀποψυχων τὴν proya. Hom. xxv. Opera, I. p. ὅ07. (P.) 

* «In incarnatione unius ex sancte trinitatis personis Dei verbi, totam ac per- 
fectam divinitatis naturam cum tota humana natura copulafam fuisse dicimus, ac 
non partem cum parte.” Orthod. Fid. L. iii. C. v. Opera, p. 8375. (P.) 

t Ὡς ev ἡ κινησις δυτως ἐγένετο, απὸ Dpocwme τῆς ενωνθρωπησιως, ἢ φωνὴ Eheyey αὐτῇ 
τῇ ἰδίῳ τ εοϊη]ι ce wa, Θεὲ wa, vars με ἐγκατελιπες; Heer. Ἰχῖχ. p.789. (P.) 

{ “ Et in homine toto patiens, non est divina natura compassa, sicut moriente 
carne, non solum deitas, sed nec anima Christi potest ostendi commortua,” Ad 
Trasimundum, L. iii. C. xviii. p. 471. CP.) 

§ “ Et quia unigenitus Deus zqualis est patri, nec potest totum nosse filium, qui 
totum non noverit patrem, caveamus, ne cum anima Christi totum patrem nosse 
non creditur, ipse uni Christo ex aliqua parte, non solum patris, sed etiam sui, et 
spiritus sancti cognitio denegetur. Quam vero perdurum est, et ἃ sanitate fidei 
penitus alienum, ut dicamus animam Christi non plenam sue deitatis habere noti- 
tiam, cum qua naturaliter unum creditur habere personam.” Ad Ferrandum, 
Qu. iii, p. 627. (P.) ‘ 

| “ Quum ergo divinitas ejus nunquam nec ἃ corpore, nec ab anima dirempta 
fuit.” Bib. Pat. App. p. 1880, (P.) 
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liar hypostasis of its own. It was only the hypostasis of 
Christ.” * 

“Ὁ What God has joined,” says Fulgentius, “ let not man 
put asunder. Wherefore,” he says, “ποῖ that thé body of 
Jesus, but that Jesus was laid in the sepulchre ; for he knew 
that the God who assumed the whole man was wholly with 
his flesh in the sepulchre, wholly with his soul in hell,” &c.+ 

This, however, was a refinement of later ages, for origi- 
nally it was supposed that the /ogos, as well as the soul, 


quitted the body at its death. This is expressly said by 
Eusebius. ἢ 

As the soul and the body of Christ retained their separate 
properties, the divine ogos was also supposed to retain all 
its peculiar and extraordinary powers, and its former func- 
tions, so as to lose nothing of its omnipresence, and its active 
power in supporting the world. ‘ Let us not,” says Origen, 
‘say in our hearts that Christ is contained in any place, 
and is not every where, and diffused through all things ; for 
when he was on earth, he said that he was in heaven.” ὃ 
“At the very time,” says Eusebius, ‘“* that Christ was 
conversing on earth, he filled all things, and was with the 
Father, and administered the affairs of the universe, things 
in heaven and things on earth.” || “ He is a crying infant,” 


says Hilary, ‘“‘ and yet in heaven; he increases in wisdom, 
and is the God of fulness.” 4] 


* « Quamvis igitur Christus, ut homo, mortem obierit, sanctaque ipsius anima 
ab immaculato corpore distracta sit: divinitas tamen & neutro, hoc est nec ab 
anima, nec A corpore, quoquo modo sejuucta est ; neque propterea persona una in 
duas personas divisa est. Si quidem et corpus, et anima, ab initio in verbi persona 
eodem momento extiterunt: ac licet in morte divulsa fuerint, uframque tamen 
eorum unam verbi hypostasim perpetuo habuit. Quamobrem una eademque verbi 
bypostasis tum verbi, tum anima, tum corporis hypostasis erat. Neque enim 
unquam, aut anima, aut corpus, peculiarem atque a verbi hypostasi diversam 
hypostasim habuit: verum una semper fuit verbi hypostasis, ac nunquam due. 
Ac proinde una quoque semper Christi hypostasis fuit.” Orthod. Fid. L. iii. C. 
xxvii. Opera, p. 430. (P.) 

+ “ Et quia quod Deus conjunxit, homo non separat, propterea non corpus Jesu, 
sed Jesum dicit in monumento positum: sciebat enim quod ille susceptor pleni 
hominis Deus, totus esset cum carne sua in sepulchro, totus cum anima sua in 
inferno, totus in mundo, totus in ceelo, totus in unitatenature in patre, de quo exivit, 
totus per omnipotentiam divinitatis suze in tota creatura quam fecit.” Ad T'rast- 
mundum, L. iii. C. xxv. p. 474. (P.) 

1 ‘O τῶν ὅλων Cara» τ Ose Avyos—To μὲν copa mpeg βραχν καταλιπών. De 
Laudibus Coust. Sect. xv. p. 764. (P.) 

§ “Ne scilicit dicamus in corde nostro et putemus quod Christus in aliquo 
continetur, et non ubique est, ac per omnia ipse diffunditur; quippe qui, cam esset 
in terris, dicebat quia esset et in clo.” Jn Rom. Opera, Il. p. 5886. (P.) 

| AdAa yap καὶ ev τῳ Tole καθ᾽ ὃν εν ανϑρωποις ἐπολέτευετο, Ta WayTa ἐπληρθ, καὶ τῷ 
walps συνην᾽ καὶ ev αὑτῷ γε ἡν, Kas τῶν ταντων aBpows εν τῷ Tole, των τε κατ Bpavoy Kos 
των Ὑ"- ἐπεμέλετο. De Laudibus Const. ρ. 761. (Ρ.) ὶ 

4 “ Vagit infans, sed in ealo est ; puer crescit, sed plenitudinis Deus permanet.” 
De Trinitate, L. x. p. 260. (P.) 
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‘“‘ He was not,” says Athanasius, “ circumscribed by the 
body, nor was he so in the body, as not to be every where. 
Nor did he so actuate the body, as that other things were 
deprived of his providential care. But what is wonderful, 
being the logos, he was not contained by any thing, but 
rather himself contained every thing.” * 

Fulgentius represents Christ as “ wholly in the Father, as 
well as wholly out of him. He was wholly,” he says, “ in 
the virgin’s womb when he was building himself a house, 
as we read Prov. viii. He was wholly in heaven, wholly in 
the world, and wholly even in hell.” + 

Here I would observe, that the opinion of Christ retaining 
all his divine powers while he was on earth, held by Orzgen, 
Clemens Alexandrinus, and all the ancients, is a proof, that 
in their opinion, the /ogos was no created spirit, or any 
principle that could be confined in its operations, by any 
circumstances in which it could be placed. Otherwise, as 
they found that, when Christ was upon earth, he applied 
to his Father upon all occasions, they would have more 
naturally thought that his own proper powers were sus- 
pended; and that the function which he had before dis- 
charged was for a time discontinued, or transferred to some 
other, which seems to be the opinion of all the modern 
Arians, and certainly best agrees with their principles. 
For what occasion had Christ to apply to his Father, to 
enable him to do nothing more than his own natural powers 
could have performed, if those powers had been at liberty, 
and if he had continued to have the full use of them? We 
never think of praying to God for power to move our hands 
or feet, whenever we have occasion to make use of them, 
though we daily thank God for having given us that power. 
We know and feel that it is a power at the command of our 
own will, and therefore we look no farther than to ourselves for 
the immediate exercise of it. The same would necessarily 
have been the case with Christ, if he had cured diseases, 
and raised the dead, by a power as properly his own, and 
as much at his command, as that by which we move our 


* Ov yap περικεκλεισμενος qv ev τῷ σωμαῖι" ede εν σωμαῖι μεν qv, GAAAXOTE de οὐκ ny, 
ade εκεινο μὲν εχινει" αλλα δὲ τῆς ava wpovolas EcEpetlo” ἀλλα To Mapadobolaloy, Aoyos wy, 
ov συνειχεῖο μεν ὕπο τινος, συνειχε OETA σαντα μᾶλλον avtos. De Incarnatione, Opera, 
I. p. 69. (P.) 

+ ‘¢ Neque enim pars ejus remansit in patre, et pars ejus descendit in virginem, 
cum totus in patre maneret quod erat, et totus in virgine fieret, quod non erat ; 
totus cum patre totum implens et continens mundum, totus sibi in utero virginis 
edificans domum ; scriptum est enim, sapientia edificavit sibi domum; totus in 
patre sempiterno, totus in homine suscepto, totus in ceelo, totus in mundo, totus 
eliam in inferno.” Ad Trusimundum, L. iii. C. vill. p. 468. (P.) 
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limbs. His praying to the Father, therefore, and the miracles 
that he wrought being ascribed to the Father, who only, as 
he said, did these works, is a proof that, while he was on 
earth, he had not the power of doing them himself. Yet, 
contrary to the plainest evidence, all the, ancient fathers 
supposed that Christ then had that power, and they made 
his exertion of it a proof of his divinity. 


SECTION II. 
Of the Ignorance of Christ concerning the Day of Judgment. 


A pECULIARLY difficult question occurs with respect to 
the union of the divine nature of Christ to his human soul; 
for as both were capable of knowledge, it might be supposed 
that whatever was known to the one must also have been 
known to the other, if there was any proper unzon between 
them. This consequence was so natural, that it would, 1 
doubt not,- have been maintained, if it had not been said, 
(Luke ii. 52,) that ““ Jesus increased in wisdom,” and our 
Lord had not so expressly said, that he did not know the 
time of the day of judgment. 

With respect to the former, it seems to have been allowed, 
that the human soul of Christ acquired knowledge gradually, 
as other human souls do. But sometimes the fathers shew 
a confusion of ideas on the subject. Origen, who believed 
the pre-existence of all souls, but that they had lost all their 
attainments in their prior state, seems to have thought the 
same of the soul of Christ. ‘ Jesus,” he says, “ not yet a 
man, because he had emptied himself, advanced (in wisdom), 
For no one who is perfect can make advances, but we who 
stand in need of improvement.” * In this Origen could not 
mean the dogos, because he supposed that to be omniscient, 
and even omnipresent, while it was connected with Christ 
on earth. 

Afterwards, it was generally thought that even the soul 
of Christ knew every thing, in consequence of its union to 
the Jogos, and that Christ’s knowledge shewing itself more 
and more was all that was meant by his increasing in wisdom. 


This is expressed by Necephorus.t 


* Ines οὐκ ἀνήρ γενομενοὸς, GAN’ ετι waidioy ὧν, ἔπει ἐκένωσεν ἕαυτον, WPOEKOMTEY’ edeis 
προκόπτει τεελειωμενος, adhe τπροκοπῖει δεομενίθ» προκοπῆς. In Jerom. Hom i. Comment. 
J. p. S750 GE.) 

+ Ines δὲ τροεκοπῆε copig και Hapilty τῳ KATH μικρὸν AUTH παραδεικνυσῶαι» ου τῳ 
λαμξανειν emdvow. Hist. L, i. C. xiv. 1. p. 79. (}.) 
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As Christ expressly says, that he did not know the day 
of judgment,* he certainly either was, or pretended to be, 
ignorant of something which, at least in his divine nature, 
he must have known. Here, then, is a question worthy 
of an Apollo to answer; and it may be amusing to observe 
what different solutions have been given of this difficulty. 

Ireneus evidently supposed, that the time of the day of 
judgment was altogether unknown to the Son, and he advises 
us to acquiesce in our ignorance of many things, after his 
example.” + ‘‘ If any one,” says he, “ asks his reason why 
the Father, who communicates every thing to the Son, is alone 
said to know the day and the hour of the future judgment, 
no better reason can be given but that we may learn of our 
Lord himself, that the Father is above all; for he said, 
The Father is greater than I.” Ὁ 

This being the earliest account that we have of any inter- 
pretation of this text, is a most unfavourable circumstance 
to the orthodox. It looks as if, at that time, whatever 
might be pretended concerning the super-human nature of 
Christ, the general opinion was, that he was wholly igno- 
rant of the time of the future judgment. The fact must have 
been, that the doctrine of the divine Jogos in Christ was 
not received by the generality of Christians, and though 
adopted by the philosophers among them, had not been 
pursued to its proper consequences. Otherwise, it could 
not but have been applied to this case, as well as to many 
others, which in due time it was. 

The next interpretation of this passage that I have met 
with, is that of Oragen; and he did not hesitate to pronounce 
that Christ certainly did know what he professed not to 
know. ‘“ Christ,” says he, “ being the truth, cannot be 
ignorant of any thing that is true.”’§ ‘ Have ye under- 
stood all these things >” He did not ask this question because 
he was ignorant, but having assumed human nature, he did 


* Mark xiii. 82. See Vol. XIII. p. 298. 

+ “ Irrationabiliter autem inflati, audaciter inenarrabilia Dei mysteria scire vos 
dicitis: quandoquidem et dominus, ipse filius Dei, ipsum judicii diem et horam 
concessit scire solum patrem, manifeste dicens: De die autem illa, et hora nemo 
scit neque filius, nisi pater solus. Si igitur scientiam diei illius filius non erubuit 
referre ad patrem, sed dixit quod verum est; neque nos erubescimus, que sunt in 
questionibus majora secundum nos, reservare Deo.” L, i. C. xlviii. p. 176, (P.) 

{ “ Et enim si quis exquirat causam, propter quam in omnibus pater communi- 
cans filio, solus scire horam et diem ἃ domino manifestatus est; neque aptabilem 
magis neque decentiorem, nec sine periculo alteram quam hanc inveniat in presenti 
(quoniam enim solus verax magister est dominus) ut discamus per ipsum, super 
omnia esse patrem. Et enim Pater, ait, major me est.” L. ii. C. xlix. p. 178. (P.) 

§ Emcaleoy αὐτὸν ex Ta ωληδειίῶν eas τὸν σωΐηρα, χαι προς ax] ov ὅτι εἰ ὁλοκληρος ἐς ιν 
ἡ αληϑεια adev αληθες αγνοει. Comment. IL p. 28. (}.) 
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every thing that belongs to man, one of which is to ask 
questions.” * This implies that even the human soul of 
Christ was acquainted with every thing, but that he feigned 
ignorance ; and this we find to have been a pretty common 
interpretation. According to Hilary, “ Christ knew the 
time of the future judgment, but pretended ignorance, be- 
cause it was not time to discover it.” + In another place, 
he says, ‘* The Sonis said not to know the day of judgment, 
because he does not speak of it, and that the Father only 


knows it, because he only speaks of it to him.” ἢ 


Didymus of Alexandria says, that “ ignorance of the day 


of judgment is ascribed to Christ, as forgetfulness, repen- 
tance, &c., are ascribed to God, viz. for the sake of the 
hearers.” § “ If God,” says Cyril of Alexandria, “ affected 
ignorance of where Adam was, and of what Cain had 
done, why should we wonder that the Son of God affected 
ignorance concerning the day of judgment?” Adding, that 
‘“* Christ also affected ignorance, when he asked how many 
loaves his disciples had.” || Theophylact says, that ““ Christ 
pretended not to know the day of judgment, to put an end 
to his disciples’ teasing him; as fathers, when they see their 
children crying for a thing which they do not choose to give 


them, will hide it, and then shew their hands empty, as if 
they had it not.” 4] 


* “ Non ignvarus interrogat, sed quoniam semel assumpserat hominem, utitur 
omnibus quz sunt hominis; quorum unum iliud est interrogare.” Opera, II. 
My ee 

+ “In omnibus enim que ignorare se Deus loquitur, ignorantiam quidem profi- 
tetur, sed ignoratione tamen non detinetur; dum id quod nescit, non nesciendi 
infirmitas est, sed aut tempus est non loquendi, aut dispensatio est non agendi.” 
L. ix. p. 226. (P.) 

t “ Filius itaque diem idcirco quia tacet nescit, et patrem solum idcirco scire ait 
quia solus uni sibi non tacet.” bid. p. 231. (P.) 

§ ““ Sicut enim cum Deus solus sil sapiens et scientiam habeat omnium, oblivio 
passibilis et penitentia aut aliquid Lujusmodi in eo nequaquam existit, cum utique 
de eo dispensa vite dicantur. Ita ergo sapientia et veritate Dei ignorautiam non 
recipiente, propter quandam utilitfatem horum, et diem judicii dicitur ignorare, 
quorum singula aperte monstrabuntur, cum de his fuerit dicendi propositum.” In 
Johan. C.ii.; Bib. Pat. V1. p. 655. (P.) 

|| “* Sed respondeant queso, quando Deus in paradiso Adam patrem nostrum 
vocabat dicens: Adam, Adam, ubi es? et quando Cain interrogabat: Ubi est 
Abel frater tuus? quid dicent? nam si ignorantem Deum interrogasse affirmabunt, 
manifesta impietate tenebuntur; sin autem dispensationis modo quodam sic interro- 
gasse Deum dicent, cor mirantur si Filius quaoque Dei, per quem etiam tunc facta 
interrogatio est, utiliter dispensans iguorare se dicit horam illam ut homo, quamvis 
universa sciat ut sapientia patris? Quod autem dispensative solebat ignorantiam 
sibi attribuere salvator, manifeste ab ipso evangelista in alio loco dicitur. Nam 
quando miraculose multiplicatis panibus sequentes se voluit alere, ut ignorans 
pre ocd Quot panes habetis?” Thesaurus, L. ix. C. iv., Opera, IL. p. 292. 
(P.) 

4 Νυὺν δὲ, σοφωὔερον μεϊαχειριζεῖαι, και ἀπειργει avtas ὅλως Ta ζηῖειν wares καὶ ἐνοχλειν 
αυτῳ, εν τῷ εἰπεῖν ὅτι ere δι ὠγίελοι, ate eyw vida’ απὸ δὲ τ᾽ αραδειγμαῖος τινος, νοησείς τὸ 
λεγόμενον" πολλάκις παιδιὰ μικρα Brewers τὸς τάτερας αὐτῶν Koaleviag τι EY ταις χερσί, 
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We have two answers of Epzphanius to this question, 
one of which seems to imply that Christ feigned ignorance. 
“1 says he, ‘“‘ the Son knew the Father, which is the 
greatest of all, he must know the day of judgment. But it 
became a Son to honour his Father, that he might shew that 
he was his own Son.” * The other solution implies a base 
equivocation on the part of our Saviour. “Christ,” says 
he, “did not know the day of judgment; meaning, that it 
had not taken place, the wicked not being punished.”’ + 

We have two answers of Basz/ to this question, one of 
which likewise implies a feigned ignorance. ‘‘ Christ,” says 
he, ““ concealed the day of judgment, because it was not 
convenient for men to be informed of if.”+ But the other 
solution implies something else: ‘* The Father knows the 
day of judgment in the first instance, being the cause of all 
knowledge.”§ Ambrose again has recourse to a feigned 
ignorance: ‘ Christ, out of the great love that he bore to 
his disciples, thinking it useless to them to know what they 
inquired about, chose rather to seem to be ignorant than to 
deny them.” || 

The answer of Austen is peculiar, implying, that our 
Saviour had recourse to an Hebrew idiom, in which the verb 
to know, may signify to make others know, as if he had said, 
I do know myself, but I shall not tell you of it. ““ Christ,” 
says he, ‘“ did not know the day of judgment, that is, he 
did not make to know, or discover it to others.” 4 

Photius seems to have considered ignorance as a property 
of human nature, and therefore to have thought that our 
Lord took it upon him of course when he became a man. 
‘¢ As ἃ man,” says he, ““ Christ did not reject that ignorance 


καὶ Cnleor Tele δι Oe walepas, ov Berovian devas rade, κλαυθμυριζονῆαι ὡς μη λαμξανον]α" 
τελευαιον μενῖοι, δι Walepes xouTlovel εκεινο ὃ πκραῆουσι, καὶ επιδεικνυνῖες τας χειρῶς KEYES 
τοις πταιδιοις, ἰςωσιν αὐτῶ tov χλαυθμου. In Mare. xiii. Opera, J. p. 267. (P.) 

* Tas ουν 6 τὰ μείζω εἰδως των ehatlovay ὕς-ερει" εἰ yivwoner τοινυν Toy WalEepa, γινωσκπει 
wavlws καὶ THY ἡμεραν᾽ καὶ οὐδὲν ecw ov λειπεῖαι χωτα γνωσιν ὃ vies. Ede: yap αληδως 
τὸν γνήσιον ὕιον τιμᾷν Tov ἰδιον waleoa, iva δειξῃ τὴν γνησιοήηῖα. Ancoratus, Sect. xvii. 
Opera, 11. p. 28, (Ρ.) ; 

+ Ove δὲ eyyw αὐΐην κατὰ πρᾶξιν, rovlesty ουπὼ εκρινεν" ets yap ἀσιξεις ἀσεξουσι, &c. 
Heer. Ixix.p. 769. (P.) 

t Asa ro μὴ συμῴερειν ovy τοῖς ἀνϑρωποις ἀχουσαι Toy καιρὸν τῆς χρίσεως ὠπεσιωπήσεν. 
Ad Eunomium, Hom. iv. p.770. (P.) 

§ Ὅυτω καὶ τὸ, ovders aide, τὴν τῦρωΐην εἰδησιν των τε ovlwy καὶ τῶν ἐσομένων ETL τὸν 
malepa ἀανωγονῖος, καὶ δια Wavloy τὴν wpwlyy ailiay τοῖς ἀνδῦρωποις ὑποδεικνυνῆος εἰ ρησϑαι 
νομίζομεν. Epist. ccexci. Opera, III. 0. 889. (P.) 

|| “ Mavult enim Dominus nimio in discipulos amore propensus, petentibus his 
quz cognitu inutilia judicaret, videri ignorare quod noverat quam negare.” De 
Fide, L. v. C. vii., Opera, IV. p. 205. (P.) 

4“ ‘* Hoc enim nescit, quod nescientes facit, id est, quod non ita sciebat, ut tunc 
discipulis indicaret.” De Trinitate, L. i. C, xii., Opera, II. p. 253, (P.) 


THE TWO NATURES OF CHRIST. 989 


which became him as a man. He who took the whole, 
would he refuse to take any part, or not shew that he had 
taken it?”?* This looks as if there was no communication 
between the divinity and the human soul of Christ; and on 
this supposition the orthodox of the present age endeavour 
to satisfy themselves and others; saying, that Christ knew 
all things as God, but was ignorant of many things as man ; 
and this was perhaps the meaning of Athanasius, (if the 
Fragments on the Psalms be his,) who said, ** What he 
knows by nature as God, he is said to hear according to his 
human nature, and the eeconomy.” ἢ 

Damascenus thought that “ the human soul of Christ, in 
consequence of the union and personal identity between 
the two natures, knew every thing, even future events.” ἢ 

Gregory the Great has a very peculiar solution of this 
difficulty. He says that ‘¢ Christ was ignorant of the day of 
judgment with respect to his body the church.” § 

The most prudent of all the answers, is that of Leontzus, 
who says, ‘‘ The question concerning Christ’s ignorance, is 
not to be anxiously inquired into.” || 

It is Mark who asserts in the strongest manner that Christ 
was ignorant of the day of judgment ; for he expressly says, 
(xiii. 32,) “* neither the Son, but the Father.” But Ambrose 
says, that ‘“ the ancient Greeks had not the words nezther 
the Son in that passage.” 4] 

There was at Constantinople, a particular sect of those 
who maintained that, as a man, Christ did not know the day 
of judgment. They were therefore called Agnoete. But 
the orthodox opinion then was, that he knew it as a man, 
and Theodosius wrote against them. ** 


* Ὡς ανϑρωπος δὲ, ede τὴν avOpwras τρεέπϑσαν ἀγνοιαν, ov μεν ovy οὐκ Beles. “Os yao 
Bn τὸ ὅλον εἰλεῖο Aabew, was ἕν τι των περι enero πταρῃηησαῖο μη Aabew, ἡ μὴ σιςεσϑαι 
ὅτι wagexor Aabov; Epist. ccxxviii. p. 886. (P.) 

+ Ὅντω καὶ dep aide φυσικως ὡς Θεὸς, ταυΐα παλιν aneew λεγεῖαι Cia To avOpwmivoy 
οἰκονόμαχως. Opera, II. p. 522. (P.) 

t ** At Domini anima, ob unionem cum ipso Deo verbo, ac personalem identi- 
tatem, ut reliquorum miraculorum, sic etiam futurarum, ut dixi, rerum notitiam 
cousccuta est.” Orthod. Fid. L. iii. C. xxi. p. 421. (P.) 

§ “ Quia diem et horam neque Filius neque angeli sciunt: omnino recta vestra 
sanctitas sensit, quoniam non ad eundem Filium, juxta hoc quod caput est, sed 
juxta corpus ejus nos quod sumus, est certissime referendum.” Epist. C. xlii. Opera, 
Il. ρ. 999. A. (P.) 

|| “ Nos autem dicimus non adeo de his subtiliter inquirendum.” Leont. De 
Sectis, Bib. Pat. App. p. 1875. (P.) 

{ “Scriptum est inquiunt, de die autem illo et hora nemo scif, neque angeli 
celorum, nec Filius, nisi solus Pater. Primum non habent codices Greci, quod 
nec Filius scit. Sed et non mirum si et hoc falsarunt, quia scripturas interpolayere 
divinas.” De Fide, L. v. C. vii., Opera, 1V. p. 902. (P) 

_ ** “Quum autem privatus Byzantii Theodosius degeret Agnoetarum (sic ab 
ignoratione dictorum) dogma motum fuit. Nam quia Dominus ait, neminem horam 
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SECTION III. 
Opinions concerning the Body of Christ. 


I nave had occasion to observe more than once, that 
Christianity was never quite purged from the errors of the 
Gnostics; for though the orthodox, who opposed them, 
advanced different principles, they were insensibly led to 
several of the same conclusions. ‘Thus the orthodox agreed 
with the Gnostics in supposing, that the maker of the world 
was different from the Supreme God, and they came to 
agree with them at last, in supposing matter to be the cause 
of all evil. At least they adopted the same maxims and 
practices with respect to corporeal austerities; and several: 
of them, we shall now find, came very near to them with 
respect to their doctrine concerning the person of Christ. 
All the Gnostzcs thought that the proper Christ was a super- 
angelic being, which had existed long before the birth of 
Jesus ; and in this also the orthodox agreed with them, only 
Supposing that this divine inhabitant of Jesus, was of a 
higher rank than the Gnostzcs had made him to be, (which 
was really departing farther from the genuine simplicity of 
the gospel,) and they applied the term Christ, not to the 
divine inhabitant of Jesus only, but to his whole compound 
person, which was a difference merely verbal. 

Lastly, some of the Gnoséics thought that Christ had no 
real body, and, consequently, had not the sensations or 
feelings of one; but the orthodox principle of the union of 
the divine nature to the human produced almost the same 
effect ; for some of the Catholics supposed, that in conse- 
quence of this union, the body of Christ was exempt from 
all disagreeable sensations; and indeed this was a natural 
consequence of their principles; for if there was a real 
union between the two natures, the sensations of the one 
must have been communicated to the other; and as it was 
agreed that the divine nature could not feel pain, the human 
nature, in order to enjoy the benefit of the union, ought to 
be exempt from pain also, which we shall find was actually 
held by Ailary. 


In general, however, it was maintained that the human 


judicii scire, ne Filium quidem, extra solum Patrem: quesitum est, an Christus 
eam ignoraret, ut homo. Theodosius Christum ignorare negabat, et adversus 
Agnoetas scripsit. Leontius de Sectis, Bib. Pat. App. p. 1861. -(P.) See Mosheim, 
Eccles. Hist. (Ct. vi. Pt. ii. C. v. Sect. ix.), 1768, I. p. 472. 


THE TWO NATURES OF CHRIST. 991 


nature of Christ was as effectually deserted by the divine 
nature in the day of suffering, as the Gnosézcs had ever sup- 
posed it to be; and it is very remarkable how uearly the 
language of the orthodox on this subject approached to that 
of the Gnostics. Tertullian, in a passage quoted before, 
says, that ‘ the complaint uttered by Christ on the cross, 
was from the man, not from the God, to shew that God was 
impassible, who thus left the Son, and gave the man up to 
death.” * ‘ Let him learn,” says Origen, “ that the logos, 
always remaining the logos, feels nothing of the suffering 
of the body or the soul.” + ‘As the sun-beams,” says 
Damascenus, “ are not hurt when a tree on which it shines 
is cut down, so neither was the divinity of Christ affected 
when his flesh suffered.” + The opinion contrary to this, 
ascribed to the Pairipasseans, was deemed a heresy. Thus 
Austin says, ‘‘ There is another heresy, which says that the 
divinity in Christ grieved, when his flesh was fixed to the 
cross.” ὃ 

It being, therefore, a settled point, that the divine nature 
of Christ could not feel pain; it is no wonder that some of 
the orthodox should have agreed with those Gnostics who 
held that his body, or what had the appearance of a body, 
had not the wants and weaknesses of other bodies, and was 
likewise insensible of pain. 

Clemens Alexandrinus says, “Τὰ would be ridiculous to 
suppose that the body of our Lord required supplies for its 
support. He ate not on account of his body, which was 
supported by divine power, but lest those who conversed 
with him should have had a suspicion that he was a phan- 
tasm, and had only the appearance of a man.” He also 
says, that ‘“‘ he was exempt from all passion, pleasurable 
or painful.” || 

* « Heec vox carnis et animze, id est hominis, non sermonis, nec spiritis, id est 
non Dei, propterea emissa est, ut impassibilem Deum ostenderet, qui sic Filium 
dereliquit, dum hominem ejus tradidit in mortem.” Ad Praxcam, Sect. xxx. p. 
518. (P.) See supra, p. 273. 

t MavSavetw ὅτι 6 λογος τ eoig pevov AcyOM, εδὲν μὲν πάσχει ὧν πάσχει τὸ σωμὰ 
ἡ ἡ ψυχη. Ad Celsum, L. iii. p. 170. (P.) 

t “ Quemadmodum enim si sole arbori illucente securis arborem inciderit, sol 
tamen infectus, atque ab omni injuria incolumis manet: eodem modo, ac multo 
etiam magis, impassibilis verbi divinitas, carni personaliter unita, patiente carne 
incolumis mansit.” Orthod. Fid. L. iii. C. xxvi. Opera, p. 428. (P.) 

§ “ Alia est heeresis, que dicit in Christo divinitatem doluisse, cum figeretur 
caro-ejus in cruce.” Catalogus Her. Opera, VI. p. 29. (P.) 

|| Ent μὲν τῷ σωΐηρος to cope amasley ὡς copa τὰς ἀαναγκαιας ὑπηρεσιας εἰς διαμονὴν, 
γέλως αν εἰη᾿ εφαγεν yap ov δια τὸ σωμα; δυνάμει συνεχόμενον γι" αλλα ὡς μη τὸς συνονας 
αλλως περι avie φρονειν ὑπεισελθοι" ὥσπερ ἀμέλει ὕςερον δοκήσει τινες avioy πτεφανερωσδαι 
ὑπελαθον᾽ αυῖος ὃε ὡπαξαπλως amarns qv, εἰς ὃν dey πιαρεισδυεῖαι κινημα Warner, ele 
ἡδονη, εἾε Avey. Strom. vi. p. 640. (P.) ' 
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Hilary maintained that the body of Christ was impassible. 
“You will not believe,” says he, “ impious heretic, but 
that Christ felt when the nails pierced his hands.—lI ask, 
why did not the children,” meaning the three in Daniel, 
ςς fear the fire, or feel pain?’ * Other respectable writers 
maintained that the body of Christ was free from the 
affections of other human bodies. Ambrose says, ‘“ It 
was artifice in Christ to pretend to be hungry.”t ‘In 
the divine and holy body of Christ,” says Cyril of Alex- 
andria, ““ there are no passions; and being the property of 
the logos, inhabiting it, and united to it, it 15. perfectly 
sanctified.” + ‘ Christ,” says Cassean, ‘‘ did not feel carnal 
desire.” § | 

Anastasius Sinaita makes a difference between common 
flesh and the flesh of Christ, and says that, on this account, 
Gregory Nazianzen scrupled not to say that the flesh of 
Christ was God-like. || 

Notwithstanding it was so much a settled point with the 
ancient fathers, that the divine nature could not suffer or feel 
pain ; yet durine the Nestorian controversy, it was customary 
for the orthodox to hold a different language, and to say that 
the logos itself was crucified, suffered, and even died. This 
was in answer to Vesturizus, who maintained that there were 
two distinct natures in Christ, the divine and the human, 
and that it could only be the human nature in Christ that 
suffered. The language which the orthodox made use of in 
answer to him was very extraordinary, and often shocking. 
Casstan says in so many words, that ““ God was.crucified.”q 
“If any one,” says Cyril of Alexandria, “ does not confess 
that the word of God suffered in the flesh, was crucified in 
the flesh, and tasted death in the flesh, being made the first- 


* « Non vis impie heretice, ut transeunte palmas clavo Christus non doluerit, 
neque vulnus illud nullam acerbitatem teli compungentis intulerit. Interrogo cur 
pueri ignes non timuerinf, nec doluerint?” De Trinitate, L. x. p. 255. (P.) 

+ “ Videte artem Domini qua adversarium fraude circumvenit. Post multa 
jejunia esurire se simulat, ut diabolum, quem jejunando jam vicerat, iterum esuriendo 
solicitet.” Serm. xxxvii. Opera, V. p. 53. (P.) 

1 Αλλ᾽ οὐκ ev TE TH Dew xa ὥγιῳ τῷ Keice σωμῶτι τοιδῖον τι κεκινησῦωι φῶμεν, AD 
ἣν ἅπαντα φρδδα καὶ extonolala τῶν τταΐων, καὶ ὡς Woy yeyovos Te ἑνωθεντίθ» αὐτῳ 
evorkevlog λογδ κα]επλεῖει τὸν ἁγιασμιον. Contra Julianum, L. viii. Judiant Opera, 11. 
p- 287. (P.) 

§ «Non enim ignitos aculeos concupiscentie carnalis expertus est.” Coll. v. 
Opera, p. 892. (P.) 

Ι “ Est enim caro et non caro.—Et ideo Gregorius in theologia celeberrimus 
non veretur dicere carnem Domini éuoseoy, id est, simul Deum.” Jn Hexemeron. 
Bib. Pat. App. p. 1407. (P.) 

4 « Ergo nesscee est ut Christumaffixum esse in cruce deneges ; aut Deum affixum 
esse fatearis.” De Incarnatione, L. iii. C. x. p. 995. (.) 
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born from the dead, as he is the life, and the giver of life, as 
God, let him be anathema.” * 

But when this writer comes to explain himself, it ap- 
pears that what he said was nothing better than a quibble. 
« God the word,” he says, ‘* was free from passion ; but he 
appropriated to himself what was done to his own body.” + 
« Christ is palpable and impalpable, visible and invisible.” + 
** We ascribe to him human properties on account of the dis- 
pensation of the flesh, and divine ones on account of his 
ineffable generation from the Father.” § He also says ex- 
pressly, ** We all acknowledge that the word of God is 
impassible.” || Theodoret likewise says, ‘* Because the body 
which was assumed is called the body of the only-begotten 
Son of God, the sufferings of that body are referred to 
him.” 

Thandie of the union between the divine and human 
nature of Christ seems to have been carried to its greatest 
height by Damascenus, who says, ‘* The flesh of Christ, on 
account of its union with the logos, has a life-giving pro- 
perty, is endued with a knowledge of futurity, and may 
even be said always to have been.” ** Tor this he quotes 
Gregory Nazianzen. ‘‘ The orthodox believe the deification 
of the flesh of Christ, though without any change of its 
properties. The one brought, and the other received 
divinity.” {7 

The nature of the body of Christ was one part of the Apol- 
linarian controversy. Apollinarius held an opinion on this 
subject, which very much resembles that of some of the 


* «Si quis non confitetur verbum Dei carne esse passum, carne crucifixum, 
et mortem carne gustasse, primogenitum ex mortuis factum, quemadmodum 
et vita est, et vivificans, sicut Deus, anathema esto.” Epist. Opera, 11. p. 27. 
P.) 

+ “Tum cogita quod Deus verbum passionis quidem manserit expers, verum 
hee omnia proprio corpori facta sibi appropriarit.” Hom. Opera, Il. p. 75. (P.) 

t “ Dicimus itaque eundem palpabilem cum sit impalpabilis, visibilem cum sit 
invisibilis.” bid. p. 96. (P.) 

§ “ Et huic adscribimus tam humana, propter dispensationem illius cum carne 
susceptam, quam divina propter inenarrabilem illius quam ex Patre habet genera- 
tionem.” Hom. Opera, 11. p.97. (P.) 

| “ Praeterea et impassibile esse verbum Dei confitemur omnes.” L/pist. xxviii. 
Opera, 11. p. 44. (P.) 

4 Kas ἐπειδὴ wag’ avre povoyeves vie Te Θεου σῶμα To Anprev Wpornyopevd) σώμα, 
εἰς ἑαυτον avaeper τὸ τὸ σώματος waves. Epist. exliv., Opera, ΕΠ]. p. 1019. (P-) 

** «Serva et ignorans Christi caro dicitur. Verum ob persone ideotitatem, 
atque indivulsam conjunctionem, Domini avima rerum futurarum cognitione, que- 
madmodum et reliquis miraculis, locupletata est.” Orthod. Fid. 1.. iii. C. xxi. 
Opera, p. 421. (P.) 

+t “ Ut enim incarnationem citra mutationem et conversionem confitemar : 
sic item carni deificationem factam esse censemus. Sic enim Theologus Gregorius 
loquitur: Quorum alterum divinitatem attulit, alterum divinitatem accepit.” 1 τὰ, 
C. xvii, p. 418. (P.) 
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Gnostics; for he said that ‘it came from heaven,” * ‘ that 
it was eternal,” + and that ‘ it was consubstantial with the 
divinity.” + Some who were called Gaznites, also held that 
“the body of Christ was incorruptible.” ὃ 

That the body of Christ was naturally incorruptible was 
an opinion very prevalent among the orthodox after the 
Council of Nice. Athanasius says, that ‘the body of Christ 
suffered according to the nature of bodies, but that it had 
the property of incorruptibility from the logos inhabiting 
it.” || Fudgenteus says, that ‘** the body of Christ had no 
corruption in the grave, and his soul no pain in hell.” This 
he ascribes to the body and soul being free from sin. 4 The 
Emperor Justinzan adopted this opinion some time before his 
death. But it was afterwards generally condemned. Agobard 
attributed even a vivifying power to the flesh of Christ. ** 

In favour of his opinion, that the body of Christ came 
from heaven, Apollinarius urged John’s saying ‘‘ the word 
was made flesh.” tf And it is observed by Athanasius, that 
this was a text which “ both the ancient and modern heretics 
took advantage οἵ, ἘΣ Τὸ thisscheme it was answered, that 
“ἢν making the body of Christ consubstantial with the 
logos, they made a fourth person in the Deity, and so com- 
posed a Quaternity, and not a Trinity.” §$ 


“ Tives μὲν yup αὐτῶν elohunoay λέγειν, avobev τὸν Χριςον To copa κατενηνοχεναι" 
Epiphanius, H. Ixxvii. p. 996. (P.) 

t ‘Ose evra μὴ vewlepoy εἰνῶι τὸ copa τῆς Te Moye SeotyT@y, adda cuvaidiuy avtw 
διώπαντος γεγενησῖαι, ἐπειδὴ ex τῆς σοφιᾶς συνεςη. bid. p. 999. 

Ἐξ ἀρχῆς ev τῷ vin τὴν σαρχωδὴ εχεινὴν grow εἰναι. G. Nazianzen, Or. xlvi. 
Opera, p. 7199. (P.) 

1 Τίνες δὲ καὶ omoectoy τὸ σωμα te Χριςου τῇ σεοτήτι λέγειν ετολμήσαν. Epiphanius, 
Η. Ixxvii. Opera, [. ρ. 9907. (Ρ.) : 

§ “ Confitentur Gainite Deum sermonem é virgine naturam bumanam adsump- 
sisse perfect? ac veré, sed post unionem esse corpus incorruptibile dicunt.” Leontius 
de Sectis, Bib. Pat. App. p. 1873. (P.) 

|| Πασχον μεν yap το copa χαΐα τὴν των cwualoy prow ἐπασχεν᾽ eye de T YS αφϑαρσιας 
Thy pow εκ Te συνοικησανἼος avTw Avye. Sermo Major de Vide in Montfaucon, II. 
μι: (P.)j 

q “Sic tamen, ut nec Christi caro in sepulchro corrumperetur, nec inferni 
doloribus anima torqueretur. Quoniam anima, immunis ἃ peccato non erat sub- 
denda supplicio, et carnem sine peccato non debuit vitiare corruptio.” Ad Trast- 
mundum, 1. 11]. C. xxx. p. 476. (P.) 

** « Felix soli divinitati tribuit vivificationem, dicens Dominum secundum 
divinitatem vivificantem quos vult; et non recordans quod et caro vivificatoris 
verbi, vivificatrix credenda est, beato Cyrillo docente ita.” Adversus Felicem, 
Sect. xxxii. p. 40. (P.) 

tt “ Quemadmodum argumentantur Apollinaristee vel quicunque sunt alii, 
adversus animam Domini, quam propterea negant quia scriptaum legunt, verbum 
caro factum est. Si enim et anima inquiunt, ibi esset, debuit dici, verbum homo 
factus est.” Austin de Anima, Opera, VII. p. 1150. (P.) 

tt To δὲ ὁ λογος evevelo σαρξ εἰρημένον, ὕπερφυως τε και ὕπερεπαινον, εξελεξαντο καὶ δι 
σάλα: κατὰ τας ἄιρεσεις πτολεμιδι" καὶ δι νυν ἀντίδικοι. Opera, II. p. 206. (Ρ.) 

§§ Ὅυτως τὸ ὅμοδσιον copa Te λογϑ οὐκ εςτιν αὑτὸς ὃ λογίθ», αλλ᾽ ἕτερον πτρος τὸν λογον" 
ἕτερ δὲ ovt@y, ecau κατ᾽ ate ἡ αὐτῶν τριᾶς τετρας. Epiphanius, Heer. Ixxvii. Opera, 
I. p. 1004. (P.) ; 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


Of the Use of the Incarnation, and the Objections that were 
made to the Doctrine. 


Ir is not my design in this work to treat largely concerning 
the use of the doctrine of the incarnation, as | have already 
done it in what I have advanced concerning the doctrine 
of Atonement, in my “ Eistory of the Corruptions of Chris- 
tianity.”’* But having selected a few passages which may 
throw some farther light on the subject, from the works 
which have lately gone through my hands, it may not be 
amiss to insert them in this place. 

The great and immediate object of the doctrine of the 
incarnation of the dogos was the exaltation of the person of 
Christ ; but it was soon found to answer another purpose, and 
this was to enable the philosophizing Christians to conceive 
how man should conquer death and the devel which they say 
he could not have done, without the assistance of diventy. 
For this purpose, they supposed that the divine nature of 
Christ was so mixed with the human, thatthe actions of the 
one were attributed to the other; and they also conceived 
the human nature of Christ to be, as it were, the represen- 
tative of mankind in general. They were likewise struck 
with the idea of the same being that made the world coming 
to restore it. ‘* There is nothing absurd,” says Athanasius, 
“in supposing that the Father saved the world by the same 
person by whom he made it.” + ‘It was necessary,” says 
Job, the monk, “ that the Maker of the world should reform 
and renew his own workmanship, which had _ received 
injury.” 1 

Equal stress was laid both upon the divenity and the 
humanity of Christ, in order to accomplish this end. “ God,” 
says Ireneus, ‘ shall judge the Ebionites; for how can they 
be saved, unless it be God who works out their salvation 
upon earth; and how can man go to God, if God do not 
come to man?”§ But it was equally necessary that Christ 


* Vol. V. pp. 122—144. 

+ Οὐδὲν yap ἐναντίον φανήσεται; εἰ δι᾿ ὁν ταυΐην ἐδημιθργησεν ὁ Πατηρ, ev ἀυτῷ nas τὴν 
ταυΐης σω]ηριαν εἰργασαῖο. We Incarnatione, Opera, |. p. 564. (P.) 

t Ὡς expny τον δημιεργον καὶ WAaSHy, avloy και ἀαναπλασαι καὶ ἀνακαινίσαι συνῆριξεν 
δημιθργημα. Phot. Bib. Sect. cexxii. p. 582. (P.) 

§ Avaxpives δὲ καὶ τες Ἡδιωνες was dvvavias σωθηναι εἰ μὴ ὁ Θεὸς yy ὁ τὴν σωϊηριαν 
avioy ἐπι γῆς ἐργασάμενος" ἡ Was ἄνθρωπος χωρήσει εἰς Θεὸν, εἰ μή ὁ Θεὸς εἐχωρηδη εἰς 
ανρωπον;}; Liv. C.lix., p.358. (P.) 
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should have a proper human nature, that it might be aman_ 
who conquered his own enemies. ‘ Man,” says Athanasius, 
‘‘was corrupted and destroyed; wherefore the logos made 
use of man as an instrument, and conformed himself in all 
things.”* ‘“ The human nature of Christ,” says Gregory 
Nyssen, “by which the whole of human nature was mixed 
with the Deity, is taken out of all human nature, as the 
first-fruits of the common mass.” 7 Also Gregory Nazianzen 
speaks of Christ as “ representing human nature, when he 
hung upon the cross, and says, that in this capacity he said, 
‘My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me? Not 
meaning that he himself was deserted either by the Father, 
or by his own divinity, but only that human nature was ina 
deserted and despised state.” ¢ 

Chrysostom, speaking of Christ bidding his disciples to 
handle and feel him, that they might be satisfied that he was 
no spirit, and of his reproof to Peter about his suffering 
death, says, that ‘his human nature was that on which 
our salvation chiefly depended ; for thus death and sin are 
destroyed, the curse abolished, and a thousand blessings 
introduced. He therefore chose that his humanity should 
be believed in the first place, this being the root and 
foundation of innumerable good things.”§ He also says, 
that ‘*when Christ was led by the Spirit into the wilderness, 
and conquered the devil, it was not his divinity that did 
it; for that it would have been disgraceful to the Deity to 
say, [have conquered.” || He also says, that “« Christ saves 
us, and makes intercession, as a man.” 4] 

Theodoret makes it the strongest objection to the doctrine 
of Eutyches, that, upon his scheme, “ We have no advantage 


- 


* Αλλ᾽ ὃ ηδὴ γενόμενος ανῶρωπος εφϑειρεῖο καὶ τταρωπολλυτο" avey εἰκότως ανϑρωπινῷ 
κεχρήται καλως οργῶώνῳ, KA εἰς σαντα ἕαυτον ἡπλῶσεν 6 λογος. De Incarnatione, Opera, 
I, 0.985. , (Ps) 

+ Ex waons de τῆς ανϑρωπινῆς φυσεως ἡ κατεμιχϑη To Sesoy, διον ἀπαρχή τις Te κοινῷ 
φυράματος ὃ κατῶ Χριςον ἀνϑρωπος ὕπες-ἡ, Ov dv ποροσεφυρὴ Ty “εοτητι way τὸ ανϑρωπινον. 
Opera, 1, ν. 844. (P.) 

1 Ov yap αυτίθ» ἐγχαταλελειπται ἡ ὕπο τῷ walpos, ἡ ὕπο τῆς ἑαυτϑ Θεοτητ». 
Ey ἑαυτῳ δε, ὅπερ εἰπὸν, τυποι τὸ ἡμετερον" ἥμεις γὰρ μεν δι εγκαταλελειμμενοι παι σωρεω- 
ρώμενοι ταρότερον, εἰτώ νυν τοροσειλήμμενοι καὶ σεσωσμενοι τοῖς τὸ amanda waver. Or, 
xxxvi. Opera, Ὁ. ὅ81. (P.) 

ὃ Μαλλον δὲ τῆς ὕπερ ἥμων σωηριας To κεφαλαιον (reTo) καὶ OF dv σαντα yeyevyTas 
yor κατορθωται" δυτω yap καὶ ὕανατος ελυδη, καὶ ἁμαρτια ἀνῃρεη, καὶ καταρῶ npavicdy, 
και τὰ μυριώ εἰσηλίεν εἰς τὸν βιον ἥμων ὠγαΐδα" διο wadicn εδβλετὸ σσις-εὐεσίῦαι τὴν οἰκο- 
νομιῶν, τὴν pilav nar τρηγὴν ἧμιν των μυρίων γενομένην ayabwy' οἰκονομῶν ὃε τὰ Sea συσ- 
Kialertas ἤφιει. In Johan. Hom. xxx. Opera, VIII. p. 155, (P.) 

|| Ανηχϑη ὕπο te wvevpalos weipaodyvar, καὶ ἐνίκησε Tov διαξολον, Bx, ἡ Sealyg. Ὑδρις 
yap qv τῇ Teolg’ τὸ εἰπειν Ἐνικησα. De Sp.S. VI. p. 216. (P.) : 

4 Πως σωζει; Παν7οῖε ζων, εἰς τὸ εν]υγχανειν ὕπερ αὐτων΄ bogs αν )ρωποίηϊα. In Heb. 
Vil. Opera, X. p. 1846. (P.) 
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from the incarnation, nor any pledge of our own resurrection. 
For it will not follow, that because God rose from the grave, 
therefore man will, the difference of the natures is so great.’’* 
Arguing against the Apollinarians, he says, that “ if Christ 
had a logos, instead of a human soul, it was God and not 
man that overcame in the temptation; and therefore, that 
man could derive no benefit from it. The devil,” he also 
says, ‘ would exult, as having been overcome, not by man, 
but by God. For it was a great thing to him to be conquered 
by God.” + 

Origen’s idea on this subject was somewhat peculiar, but 
sufficiently agreeable to his doctrine of the logos, as the 
universal agent of the Deity operating through all nature. 
For he says, ‘Christ died not for man only, but for all 
rational creatures, even for the stars,” which, as a Platonst, 
he supposed to be animated.—For, says he, “‘ the stars are 
not clean in his sight, as we read in the book of Job.” ἢ 
Still, however, he retained the idea of the logos serving men 
in the character of a man, and other beings in their peculiar 
characters. For, he says, ‘‘ Christ was a man for men, and 
an angel to angels,” as he infers from his appearances in the 
Old Testament.§& It is evident, however, from this, that 
Origen did not consider suffering as necessary to redemption. 
For though, according to him, Christ assumed the form of 
an angel, he could not suppose that he suffered in that 
form. 

Though the doctrine of the incarnation of the dogos served 
to cover the reproach of the cross, and to make the religion 
of Christ appear more respectable, which no doubt it did 
with many, it did not answer this end universally; for the 
thing itself was so monstrous and absurd, that it was much 
ridiculed by those who did not embrace it. Of this we have 
many instances, almost from the time that it was started, to a 
very late period. 

In Justin’s dialogue with Trypho, the latter says, “* You 


* Ἵνα δὲ τὴν τῆς waving vrEpborny κααλιπωμεν, EKEWO σκοπήσωμεν, ὡς BdEY ἥμιν οφελος 
EK τῆς ἐενανϑ)ρωπήσεως γέγονε, και τῆς ἡμεῖερας αναςαἀσεως εδὲν ἐχεγγυον εἐχομεν᾽ ade γαρ, 
εἰ Θεὸς ex νεχρων εγηγερῖαι, WayTws Kas ανῶρωπος ανας ἡσεῖαι" ταμπολὺυ yap τῶν φυσεων 
το διαφορον. Heer. Fab. L. iv. C. xiii. Opera, LV. p. 878, ed. Hale. (P.) 

+ Eyo μεν deve «πωναμην τῆς νικῆς, ὡς 8δὲν εἰς ταυΐην εἰσενεγκων" ἀλλα καὶ τῆς εν] ευδεν 
εὐφροσυνῆς γεγυμνωμαι emt τροπάιοις γαυριων αλλοῆριοι. Opera, V. p. 47. A more 
particular account of the use of the Incarnation, but all proceeding upon the same 
idea, may be seen in Eusebius, De Laudibus Constantini, C. xiv. p, 759, and 
in Austin, De Civitate Dei, L. x. C, xxix., Opera, V. p. 590. (P.) 

2 Ov μόνον ὕπερ ανϑρωπων ἀπεΐζανεν, aha καὶ ὑπερ τῶν λοιπὼν Roy mov ele χαρῆ, Θεου 
εγευσαῖο τα ὕπερ waylos Savare.— Our ὕπερ aspuy’ ede των ἀςτρων πσανΐως καδαρων ονῖων 
ἐνωπίον τῷ Θεου, ὡς ev τῳ Iwb ἀνεγνωμεν. Comment. II. p. 89. (P.) 

§ Kas σαφως γεγονεν ανϑρωποις αν οωπΌν»; nas ἀγἴελοις «γεν», Ibid. p. 32. (PJ 
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tell me something incredible, and almost impossible, that 
God could be born and become a man.” * 

Celsus objected to the “ impossibility of God becoming 
man.’ + ‘God, O Jews and Christians, or the Son of 
God, never descended, or could descend.” + ‘* The conceited 
Greeks,” says Clemens Alexandrinus, “think it fabulous, 
that the Son of God should speak by man, that God should 
have a Son, and that he should suffer; and having this 
prejudice, they are prevented from believing.” § “ You say,” 
say Lactantius, ‘ it is impossible that any thing should be 
taken from an immortal being. You say it is unworthy of 
God to become a man, and to load himself with the infirmities 
of the flesh, so as to subject himself to passions, pain and 
death.” || 

Athanasius strongly expresses this objection to the incar- 
nation of the Son οἵ God. ‘“ The Jews,” says he, “ reproach 
us for it, the Gentiles laugh at it, but we adore it.” 4 ‘‘ They 
urge us,” he says, with Heathenish and Jewish blasphemies, 
laughing at the mystery of the mission of the logos, and the 
incarnation.” ** ‘Some, thinking with Heathens and Jews, 
not admitting that God was incarnate, but endeavouring to 
comprehend by human reasoning and philosophy, things that 
are incomprehensible, as how that which is incorporeal can 
be born, how it can proceed, and where can be that which is 
every where, and contains all things, and fills all things ; from 
this arguing about how and where, they go into infidelity.” ++ 


* Amicoy yap var ἀδυναῖον σχεδὸν πραγμὰ emixyerpers amodemvuvon, ὅτι OcOv ὕπεμεινε 
ψεννηδηναι; xa αν) ρωπίθ» yeverdtar. P. 283. (P.) 

t ‘Ore yro ὡς ἀληϑως μεταξάλλει 6 Oc», ὥσπερ ὅτοι φασιν εἰς σωμα ὥνηῖον, και 
προειρηωι τὸ αδυναῖον. Origen, Contra Celsum, L. iv. Ρ. 171. (P.) 

Oc μεν, ὦ ledasos καὶ Χριςίανοι, καὶ Θεθ was δδεις ete καϊηλνεν, are xatyrTo. 
Ibid. L.v. p.231. (P.) 

§ Musades yao ἡγδνΊαι os δοκησισοῴφοι, δια τε avTowme viov Θεοῦ AaAgw, voy τε ἔχειν 
τὸν Θεὸν, και δὴ καὶ WemovTevan Taloy’ dev αὐτὲς ἡ WeudyWss τῆς οἰήσεως ἀνάπειδει aTICELY. 
Strom. L. i. p. 815. (P.) 

|| “ Negant fieri potuisse, ut nature immortali quicquam decederet. Negant 
denique Deo dignum, ut homo fieri vellet, seque infirmitate carnis oneraret; ut 
passionibus, ut dolori, ut worti se ipse subjecerit.” Jnstit. L. iv. Sect. xxii. p. 
424. (P.) 

4“ Ἣν Tedaso μὲν διαξαλλεσιν, Ἕλληνες δὲ χλευαζϑσιν, ἥμεις de τροσκυνδμεν. De 
Incarnatione, Opera, I. p. 53. (P.) 

** AdAa, τε Ἕλληνικας ἥμιν αν]ιλογιᾶς κινδσι, καὶ Tas εξ ledaiwy βλασφημίας επιφε- 
pect, xAsvalovles τὸ μυςριον τῆς «ποςολῆς Te oye καὶ σαρκωώσεως. Contra Sabellium, 
Opera, |. p. 6685. (Ρ.) 

tt Tarra καὶ νυν ζηλεσι τινὲς Ἑλληνικὴν καὶ Ledaaxyy νόσον vorervies nal μὴ παραδε- 
χόμενοι, μήδε τις -εὐονῖες ὅλως Twpalersas Θεὸν, αλλο λογισμοις αν)ρωπινοις», καὶ pirovernesg, 
καὶ φιλοσοφιᾳ “Ἑλληνικῃ γνωναι, και kalahabew μαλλον βϑλόμενοι τῶ μεγάλα καὶ akaTa~ 
ληπῖα, wos γεννατῶι τὸ ἀσωμώτον" wos δὲ καὶ προεισι" καὶ we ὃ WAYTAXS WY, Kab WayTa 
περιέχων, KGL WAYTA WAnpwvy καὶ EX TB WHS, UA OWS, εἰς AMICEIAY ἐχωρήσαν, Kas BYTE 
γεννήσεως ἐπλασαντο ποιήσιν, καὶ ἀντι Bpoods “TIT, καὶ Wapsdey naTerxevagay. Unum 


esse Christum, Opera, I. p. 665. (Ρὴ 
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Lnbanius ‘ridiculed the Christians for making a man of 
Palestine a god, and the son of God. * 

Chrysostom also says, that “ many Heathens, when they 
hear that God was born in the flesh, laugh at us, and disturb 


and affright the more simple,’ Ὁ thinking it unworthy of 
God.t 


CHAPTER IX. 


Of the Controversy relating to the Holy Spirit. 


Ir is pretty remarkable, that, notwithstanding the doctrine 
concerning the person of Christ had been the great subject 
of controversy ever since the promulgation of Christianity, 
there is no mention made of any difference of opinion con- 
cerning the Holy Speret, that attracted any notice, till after 
the commencement of the Arian controversy, and even till 
after the Council of Nice. Basz/ observes, that ‘‘ the doctrine 
concerning the Holy Spirit, which made so much noise in 
his time, had not been agitated by the ancients ; and because 
they had been all of the same opinion about it, it had not 
been settled.”§ Now as in all this period it will appear 
that there were great numbers of Unitarzans, (they being the 
majority of the unlearned Christians among the Gentiles, 
besides the whole body of the Jewish Christians, who did 
not believe in any divinity except that of the Father,) and 
this is never objected to them by their adversaries, who do 
censure them for not admitting the divinity of the Son, it is 
evident that the divinity of the Spirit had not been acknow- 
ledged even by those who had been deemed orthodox. 

Even after the rise of the Arzan controversy, many persons 
expressed themselves concerning the Spirit as if it had no 
proper divinity, at least of a personal nature, without censure, 
which could not have been the case, if it had been the 
uniform doctrine of the orthodox, that the Holy Spirit was 
a proper divine person, equal to the Son, or the Father. We 


® Ἐπειδὴ δὲ nas 6 copisns Λιβανί» επιχλευαζων, tov ex Marasswnys, φησιν, αν ρωπον, 
Neo τε, καὶ Θεου waida wuecw. Socratis Hist. L. iii. C. xxiii. p. 203. (P_) 

+ Ἐπειδὴ yap worru Ἕλληνων, ἄκθοντες its ΘΕΌ» εἐτεχϑη ev capus, καταγελωσι, διασυ- 
θόντες, καὶ πολλὲς τῶν αφελεςερων ὥορυξεσι καὶ ταρατίεσι. Ser. xxxi. Opera, V. p. 
476. (P.) 

} Απρεπες Θεῳ. Ibid. p. 478. (P.) 

8 Ἐπειδὴ be τὸ wy ανακυψαν wapa τῶν ae τι καινοίομειν ἐπιχειρενίων Cylyua, wWapa- 
σιωπηδεν τοῖς ware, δια τὸ ἀναν]ιρῥηῖον, adiappwloy χατελειφ ἡ (λέγω Oy τὸ περι τῷ 
dye πνεύματος), Epist. ceclxxxvii., Opera, UL. p. 882, (P.) 
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may conclude, therefore, that it was the doctrine of the 
divinity of the Son which prepared the way for that of the 
Holy Spirit. But to enable us to judge from facts, I shall 
produce passages relating to the Holy Spirit from a consider- 
able number of Christian writers, in the order of time in 
which they wrote. 


SECTION I. 
Opinions concerning the Holy Spirit before the Council of Nice. 


Tue sentiments of the Gnostics, with respect to the Holy 
Spirit, were never, that we find, much complained of. But 
indeed, we do not know very distinctly what they were, 
except that, from their general system, it may be concluded, 
that if they supposed him to be a person at all, he must 
have been one of their @ons, derived, mediately, or imme- 
diately, from the Supreme Being; and this agrees with 
Athanasius’s saying, that “ Valentinus thought the Holy 
Spirit to be of the same rank with the angels.” * 

We can have no dependence, as I have shewn, upon any 
arguments from the writings of the apostolical fathers, ex- 
cept that of Clement, who makes no particular mention of 
the Holy Spirit. In the book ascribed to Hermas, he is 
made to say, ‘‘ Do not offend the Holy Spirit, lest he intreat 
God, and depart from thee.” + According to this, the Holy 
Spirit must have been thought to be a creature dependent 
upon God. 

Ignatius, if his epistle to the Ephesians be genuine, con- 
sidered the Holy Spirit as a power rather than as a person ; 
for he says, awkwardly enough, ‘* We are raised upwards by 
the machine of Jesus,Christ, which is his cross, using the 
Holy Spirit as a rope.” ἢ 

Justin Martyr, to whom we are indebted for the first rudi- 
ments of the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, says but 
little concerning the Holy Spirit; and from that little, it is 
not easy to conclude what his real opinion was. But it is 


* Ἐπειδὴ τὸν Θεὸν καὶ τὸν Xoisoy ὠνομῶσεν, ela τὸς ἀγἴελες, avaryny τοῖς αγἴελοις 
συναριθμεισῦαι τὸ πνευμῶ, τῆς TE αὐτῶν εἰνῶι συςοιχιῶς αὐτὸ καὶ ἀγίελον εἰναι μείζονα 
τῶν αλλων᾽ πρωΐον μεν ay τῆς ἀσεξειας esiv OvaAevtive τα7ο ἑυρημῶ" καὶ οὐκ ελαθον ἕτοι 
Ta exewe preylonevas® εκεινος yao φησι" ὅτι τεμῴφϑενῖος Te wapaKdAyle, συναπεςλησῶν 
αυτῳ δι ἡλικιωῖαι avte ayledo. Epist. Ad. Serapion, Opera, I. p. 185. (P.) 

+ “ Noli offendere Spiritum Sanctum, qui in te habitat, ne roget Dominum, et 
recedat ἃ te.” Mand. x. Sect. iii. p. 97. (P.) 

1 Αναφερομεένοι εἰς τὰ ὕψη dia τῆς μηχάνης Ince Xpise, 6 esw savpos, σχοίνῳ χρώμενοι 
Τῷ πνευμᾶτι τῳ ay. Sect, ix, p. 14. 
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probable that he considered the Spirit as a created being, 
since he represents him as inferior to Christ. ‘* But him, and 
the Son who comes from him, and teaches us these things, 
and the hosts of good angels which follow them, and agree 
with them,” (meaning, perhaps, other valuable truths of an 
important nature,) ‘and the prophetic Spirit, we reverence 
and adore, honouring them in word and deed.” * Speaking 
of Christ as “‘ the Son of the true God, and to be honoured 
in the second place,” he says, ‘‘ we honour the prophetic 
Spirit in the third place, with the logos.” Τ 

Ireneus seems to have considered the Holy Spirit as a divine 
influence, and no proper person. ‘‘ By the name of Christ,” 
he says, “‘ we are given to understand one who anoints, one 
who is anointed, and the unction with which he is anointed. 
It is the Father who anoints, but the Son is anointed in the 
Spirit, which is the unction; as the word says by Isaiah, 
‘ The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed 
me; signifying, the Father anointing, the Son who is 
anointed, and the unction, which is the Spirit.” ὦ 

Again, speaking of the fleece of Gideon, which continued 
dry, he says, “" It is a type of the people, who would after- 
wards be dry, not having the Holy Spirit from God, as 
Isaiah says, ‘ And I will order the clouds that they shall not 
rain upon thee, but in all the earth there shall be dew,’ 
which is the Spirit of God, which descended upon our 
Lord; the spirit of wisdom and understanding ; the spirit 
of counsel and might; the spirit of knowledge and piety ; 
the spirit of the fear of God, which he would again give to 
the church, sending the Paraclete from heaven upon all the 
earth.” § 

Theophilus gives us no idea of a person, much less a 
divine one, when he speaks of the “ spirit that moved upon 


* Αλλ᾽ exewoy Te και τὸν wap avre ὗιον ἐλθόντα, και διδαξανῖα ἡμας tavia, καὶ τὸν τῶν 
ἄλλων ἐπομένων καὶ εξομοιθμεένων ayaboy αγἴελων spalov, πνευμα τε τὸ στροφηΐικον σεξο- 
μεθα, καὶ προσκυνεμεν, λογῳ καὶ αληθειᾳ τιμωντες. Apol.i. p. 11. (P.) 

+ ‘Troy αὐτῷ τὸ ονίως ΘεΒ μαθονῖες και ev δευερᾳ χωρᾳ εχονῖες, πνευμώ τε τοροφηΐικον εν 
τρίη taker ὅτι μετα oye τιμωμεν. Ibid. Ρ. 19. (}.) 

{ “ In Christi enim nomine subauditur qui unxit, et ipse qui unctus est, et ipsa 
unctio in qua unctus est. Et unxit quidem Pater, unctus est vero Filius, in Spiritu, 
qui est unctio; quemadmodem per Esaiam ait sermo: ‘Spiritus Dei super me, 
propter quod unxit me;’ significans et ungentem Patrem, et unctum Filium, et 
unctionem, qui est Spiritus.” L. iii. C. xx. p. 246, (P.) 

§ “ Quod erat typus populi, ariditatem futuram prophetans; hoc est, non jam 
habitaturos eos ἃ Deo Spiritum Sanctum, sicut [saias ait: ‘ Et nubibus mandabo ne 
pluant super eam; in omni autemterra fieri ros,’ quod est Spiritus Dei, qui descendit 
in Dominum, spiritus sapientiz et intellectis, spiritus consilii et virtutis, spiritus 
scientiz et pietatis, spiritus timoris Dei: quem ipsum iterum dedit ecclesiz, in 
omnem terram mittens de coelis Paracletum.” L, tii. C. xx. p. 244, (Ps) 
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the face of the water, as something imparted to the creation, 
to vivify it, as the soul does the body, the spirit being some- 
thing attenuated, imparted to the water, which is thin and 
fluid also, that the spirit may nourish the water, and the water 
added to the spirit may nourish all creation, pervading it.” * 

Athenagoras considered the Holy Spirit as an efflux from 
the Deity, flowing out and drawn into him again at pleasure, 
as a beam from the sun. 7 This was that kind of existence 
that Justia Martyr says some persons ascribed to the divinity 
of the Son, and which constituted, as 1 shall shew hereafter, 
what may be called the philosophical Unitarianism of that age. 

Tertullian seems to have thought that the Holy Spirit 
was derived from Christ, in the same manner as Christ was 
derived from God, that is, by a kind of prodation. ‘ The 
Spirit,” says he, “is the third from the Father and the 
Son; as the fruit is the third from the root and the branch ; 
as the rivulet is the third from the fountain and the river, 
and the apex the third from the sun and its beam. For 
none of these are separated from their sources, from which 
they derive their properties ; so the Trinity running, by 
connected degrees, from the Father, is no hinderance toa 
monarchy, and yet a protection to the ceconomy.” ἢ 

In another passage, he seems to confound the Spirit with 
the logos, supposing the spirit of God by which the Virgin 
Mary was overshadowed to have been the word. ‘ By not 
calling him God directly,” he says, ‘ he means a portion of 
the whole, which will obtain the name of the Son. This 
Spirit of God is the same as the word; as John says, ‘ The 
word was made flesh.’ We also understand the Spirit when 
the word is mentioned; for the Spirit is the substance of 
the word, and the word is the operation of the Spirit, and 
they two are one.” § Eusebius says, that λόγος and τσνευμα, 

* Τνευμῶώ δὲ τὸ ἐπιφερόμενον ἐπάνω τῷ ὕδωτος ὁ εδωχεν 6 Θεὸς εἰς ζωογονησιν τῇ χτίσει» 
natamep αν ρωπῷ ψυχήν, τῷ λεπτῳ τὸ λεπτὸν συγχερασῶς" τὸ γὰρ πγευμο AETTOY καὶ τὸ 
ὑδωρ λεπτον, ὅπως τὸ μὲν Deva τρεφῃ τὸ ὕδωρ' To dE ὕδωρ σὺν τῷ Wyevale τρεφῇ THY 
χτισιν, διΐχνδμενον wavtaxoce. L, ii. p. 985. (P.) 

t Καὶ ro xaos auto τὸ evepyev τοῖς εκῴφωνδσι τρροφηλίκως γιον πνευμα, amopporay εἰναι 
φαμεν te Θεβ, ὠπορῥεον καὶ ἐπαναφεροόμενον, ὡς axtiva wae. Apol. pp. 84, 218. {}.) 

1 “ Tertius enim est Spiritus ἃ Deo et Filio, sicut tertius ἃ radice fructus ex fru- 
lice; et tertius a foute, rivus ex flumine; et tertius ἃ sole, apex ex radio. Nihil 
tamen ἃ matrice alienatur, ἃ qua proprietates suas ducit. Ita Trinitas per consertos 
et connexos gradus ἃ Patre decurrens et: monarchie nihil obstrepit, et economize 
statum protegit.”. Ad Praxeam, Sect. viii. p. 504. (P.) 

§ “ Tamen non directo Deum nominans, portionem totius intelligi voluit, quae 
cessura erat in Filii nomen. Hic Spiritus Dei idem erit sermo. Sicut enim Joanne 
dicente, sermo caro factus est; spiritum quoque intelligimus in mentione sermonis: 
ita et hic sermonem quoque agnoscimus in womine spiritus. Nam et. spiritus 


est substantia sermonis, el sermo operatio spiritus, et duo unum sunt.” Zbid. Sect. 
XXXVI. ἢ. 515, GP;) 
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the word and the spirit, mean the same thing with respect 
to God. * 

It was supposed by the ancients, that the Spirit appeared 
in the proper form of a dove at our Saviour’s baptism, and 
consequently it was a question to be determined what be- 
came of the body of this dove. Tertudlzan intimates, that 
“as it was made out of nothing, it might be resolved into 
nothing, like the bodies of angels.” t 

Hippolytus perhaps considered the Spirit as a person; but 
it is not quite certain. ‘* Why,” says he, ‘ should any one 
say that we teach two Gods? I do not say there are two 
Gods, but one, and two persons, also the third ceconomy, 
the grace of the Holy Spirit. For the Father is one, but 
two persons; because there is a Son, and the third is the 
Holy Spirit.’+ ‘ This is the Spirit that moved upon the 
face of the waters, by which the world is moved, by which 
the creation consists, and all things receive life.” § 

Origen considered it as doubtful, whether, since all things 
are made by Christ, the Holy Spirit was not made by him. 
And after discussing the question a little, he says, ‘““ We who 
maintain three hypostases, the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
and believe that the Father only is unbegotten, think it 
more agreeable to piety and truth, to maintain that the 
Holy Spirit is superior to all things that were made by 
Christ ; and that the only reason why he is not called a son 
of God, is, that the only-begotten Son had obtained that title, 
which the Holy Spirit wanted, being subservient to his 
nature, not only with respect to his beng, but to his being 
wise and rational, and righteous, and every thing else that 
he is understood to be. But I think that the Holy Spirit, 
if | may so speak, furnishes the materials of all the gifts of 
God, which are distributed by Christ. We acknowledge, 
however, that there is room to doubt of this ; since whatever 
is made is said to. have been made by Christ, and that, in 
some places, the Holy Spirit seems to have been considered 


* In Ps. Montfaucon, 1. (P.) 

t+ “ Sed queris corpus columbz ubi sit, resumpto spiritu in coelum; aque et 
angelorum ; eadem ratione interceptum est, qua et editum fuerat; si vidisses cum 
de nihilo proferebatur, scisses, cum in nihilum subducebatur.” De Carne Christ/, 
Sect. iii. p.309. (P.) See Vol. XX. p. 459. 

1 Ts ev φήσειεν ἂν τις δυο λέγειν Bees; δυο μὲν ex Epw θεὸς, ἀλλὰ ἡ ἕνα, πρόσωπα de duo, 
οἰκονόμιαν Oe τριΐην, τὴν Kap τ aye πνευμαῖος Πατήρ μεν yap ἕις, πρόσωπα Be δυο, 
ὅτι καὶ G tues, τὸ δὲ Tolay τὸ ἅγιον τνευμα. Ad Noetum, sect. xiv., Opera, 1}. 
p. 15. @) 

§ Telo δὲ esi τὸ πνευμα, To am’ ἀρχῆς ἐπιφερόμενον ἐπάγω τῶν ὑδαων" δι’ Gu κοσμος 
χινειζαι, δι’ ὧν κτιαις ἰςταῖαι καὶ τὰ συμπαντα ζωογονεῖῖαι. Hom. in Theophaniam, 


Opera, p. 904, ¢P.) 
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as superior to Christ; especially as, in Isaiah, (xlviii. 16,) 
Christ himself confesses that he was sent by the Holy Spirit, 
as well as by the Father, and likewise that blasphemy against 
the Holy Spirit is more dangerous than blasphemy against 
the Son.” * | 

Afterwards he makes a distinction between those things 
which God made im wisdom, and those made by wisdom, that 
is, by the Son, t as if the Spirit had been made by God with- 
out the instrumentality of Christ. The following passage 
is not more determinate: ‘“‘ For the Saviour made both one, 
and he being the first-fruits of those things that are made one, 
I mean of those whose souls are mixed with the Holy Spirit, 
and each of those who are saved becomes spiritual.” ἢ 

It is evident, from the uncertainty in which Orzgen appears 
to have been with respect to this subject, that in his time the 
doctrine of the church was by no means fixed, and that those 
who were deemed orthodox thought themselves at liberty to 


think and write as they pleased about it, without any danger 
of heresy. 


Novatian, who had as much orthodoxy with respect to the 
Trinity as any person of his age, certainly did not believe in 
the divinity of the Holy Spirit, whom he represents as infe- 
rior to the Son, whom also he makes greatly inferior to the 
Father. ‘Christ,’ says he, ‘is greater than the Paraclete ; 
for he would not receive of Christ, if he was not less than 


he.”§ 


We are not able to trace with certainty the opinion of 


* Ἥμεις μεντοιγε τρεις ὑποςασεις πειδομενοι τυγχάνειν, τὸν WATE, καὶ VIO, HOLL TO 
ayy vera, καὶ ὠγεννηἶον μηδὲν ἕτερον Te τπταῖρος εἰναι wisevovles, ὡς evoebecepov καὶ 
αληΐες, προσιεμεῦα To, Waviwy δια Te λογβ γενομένων, τὸ γιον πνευμώ Waviwy εἰναι 
τιμιωερον, καὶ Takes ττανίων τῶν ὕπο τϑ τταῖρος δια Kose γεγενημένων και Taya αυτή εςιν 
ἡ ailia τὸ μη και avlo ὕιον χρημαῆίζειν τα Os, pove Te povoyeves φυσει tie ἀρχησεν τυγ- 
χανονῖος, bu χρήζειν eke τὸ ὧγιον τσνευμῶ, διακονεντίθ» autre τῃ ὑποςάσει, οὐ μόνον εἰς τὸ 
Elva, αλλώ καὶ σοφον εἰναι καὶ λογικὸν, καὶ δίκαιον, καὶ Way oTimoley χρη avo νοεῖν τυγ- 
χάνειν, κατώ μετοχὴν τῶν τοροειρήμενων ἥμιν Xoisce επινοιων orc δὲ τὸ γιον πνευμα τὴν, 
iv δυίως εἰπω, ὕλην των amo Oce χαρισμαῆων τάφεχειν τοῖς δι’ αὐτὸ καὶ THY μετοχὴν αὐτϑ 
χρημαωτιζεσιν ὧγιοις, τῆς εἰρημενῆς ὕλης των χαρισμαΐων, evepyeperns μὲν amo Te Θεβ, 
διακονεμενῆς καὶ ὕπο τα Χρις-β, ὕφεςωσης be vata τὸ ὧγιον πινευμα.---Ἐχει δὲ ἐπαπορησιν 
δια τε το, wavia OF avie eyevelo, καὶ ἀκολεῖδειν To τνευμα yevyyloy ov, δια τῷ hays γεγονενῶι, 
πῶς ὅδιονει προτιμάσαι Te Χριςου εν τισι γραφαῖς, ev μεν τῳ Hoag ὁμολογεντίθ» Χριςου, 
oun ὕπο Tov wales απεςαλῖαι μόνου, ἀλλα nas ὕπο του ὥγιου τονευμαῖος, φησ! γαρ καὶ νυν 
κυριος ὥπεςειλε μὲ καὶ τὸ VEU avTov' ev be τῳ ευαγἴελιῳ αφεσιν μεν ἐπαγἼελλομενου ἐπι 
τῆς εἰς avloy ἁμαρίιας, αποφαινομενου be περι τῆς εἰς τὸ ἅγιον τνευμα βλασφημίας. Com- 
ment. II. p. 57. (P.) 

+ Πανταὰ yap φησιν, ev copia εἐποιησᾶς, ov dia τῆς σοφιᾶς εἐποιησᾶς. Ibid. p. 59. (P.) 

1 Πεποιήκε yap ὃ σωτήρ ta ἀμφοτερα ἕν, κατα τὴν amapyny τῶν γινόμενων ἀμφοτερων 
εν ἕαυτῳ wpe πτανΐων ποιησας᾿ apupolepwy Be λέγω καὶ ἐπι των ανὕρωπων, ep’ ἐν ανακεκραῖαι 
τῷ dy πνευμάτι ἡ ἕκαςου ψυχη, και γεγόνεν ἑκαςτος των σωζομενων πνευματικος. Ibid. 
ρ:.30. Ὁ.) 

§ “ Major ergo jam Paracleto Christus est: quoniam nec Paracletus ἃ Christo 
acciperet, nisi minor Christo esset.” C. xiv. p. 56. (P.) 
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Cyprian on this subject. But, as he says that it was Christ 
who spake by the prophets,* he seems to have had no 
distinct office for the Spirit, and, therefore, probably thought 
that Christ himself was that Spirit. ; 

It is enumerated among the faults of Lactantus, that ‘ he 
makes no mention of the Holy Spirit, and that, in his 
epistles to Demetrianus, as Jerome says, he denied the per- 
sonality of the Spirit; and according to a Jewish error, 
confounded him either with the Father or the Son.” + 

“ Dionysius of Alexandria,” who is often called the father 
of Arianism, ‘ spake very improperly,” says Basz/, ‘ with 
respect to the Holy Spirit, and, not admitting of his divinity, 
reduced him to the rank of a created and servile nature.” { 

Eusebius, who appears to have been as orthodox as other 
writers of his age with respect to the Son, (if his writings may 
be allowed to testify for him,) and who certainly was not 
bold in heresy, scrupled not to consider the Spirit as made 
by the Son. “The Holy Spirit,” says he, “is neither God, 
nor the Son, because he did not derive his birth from the 
Father, like the Son; but is one of the things that was made 
by the Son; because all things were made by him, and with- 
out him was nothing made.”§ He also speaks of the Holy 
Spirit as “holding the third place, as receiving from the 
logos, and imparting valuable gifts to inferior beings, just as 
the logos receives every thing from the Supreme Being.” || 

Even Hilary, who wrote so largely concerning the divinity 
of the Son, seems not to have had the same persuasion con- 
cerning that of the Holy Spirit; but, in the little that he 
says on the subject, seems rather to have considered the 
Spirit as a divine influence. He represents our Saviour com- 
manding the apostles to baptize in the name of the Father, 


* «Sed quanto majora sunt que Filius loquitur, qua Dei sermo, qui in pro- 
phetis fuit, propria voce testatur.” De Oratione Dominica, Opera, p. 139. (P.) 

+ “ Nevi Lactantii et Errores—Quod Spiritum Sanctum ne quidem nominat : 
imo quod in epistolis ad Demetrianum, autore Hieronymo, Spiritis Sancti substan- 
tiam negavit; et errore Judaico dixit, eum vel ad Patrem referri, vel ad Filium ; 
et sanctificationem utriusque persone sub ejus nomine demonstrari.” Synthesis 
Doctrine Lactantii, p. 899. (P.) 

Ἷ Προς δὲ τουΐοις και wep του πινευμαῖος αφηχε φωνας, ἥκιςτα τπῦρεπουσας τῷ πινευμαῖι" 
τῆς τοροσχυνουμενῆς αὐτϑ Teolylog ebopilwv, nas καίω που Ty Klisy καὶ λειϊουργῳ pure: συνα- 
ριθμων" καὶ ὃ μὲν ἀνήρ, τοιουῖος. Letter to Magnus, in Nicephorus's History, L. vi. 
C. xxv. I. p. 419. (P.) 

§ To δὲ πταρακληῖον wvevua, ουτε Θεὸς, ουτε ioc" ewes μὴ εκ Tov τταῖρος ὅμοιως τῷ ὕτῳ 
καὶ avlo τὴν γένεσιν εἰληφεν᾽ ἕν δὲ τι των Bia τοῦ ὕιου γενομένων τυγχάνει, ὅτι be wavra δι᾽ 
αὐτου εγενεῖο, καὶ χωρις aviov eyevelo οὐδε ἑν. Lc. Theol. L. iii. C. iv. p. 175. (P.) 

| Αλλα τουῖο μεν, τριΐην emeyoy τὴν τάξιν, τοις ὑποβεβηκοσι των ev αὐτῷ κρειτῆονων 
δυνάμεων ἐπιχορήγει, οὐ μὲν ἀλλα καὶ αντιλαμξανει wap ἕτερου του, ἡ wapa Θεοῦ λογου, 
του δὲ nas ἀνωτέρω καὶ κρειτίονος, ὃν be δευτερεύειν vs ges τῆς ανωταΐω καὶ ἀγεννητον 
φυσεως Θεοῦ τοῦ παμβασιλεως. Preparatio, L, vii, C. xv. p. 8385, (P.) 
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the Son, and the Holy Spirit, as signifying “a confession 
of the Father, of the only-begotten, and of the gift,” * which 
very much resembles what Irenzus says on the subject. 

They who said that the Holy Spirit was created by the 
Son, held that there was atime when only one divine person 
existed; and again, that there was a time when only two 
existed, the Holy Spirit not being made. + 


SECTION ITI. 
Opinions concerning the Holy Spirit after the Council of Nice- 


Ir was Athanasius, the great advocate for the divinity of 
Christ, and his consubstantiality with the Father, who also 
exerted himself strenuously and effectually in behalf of that 
of the Holy Spirit, whose divinity was denied by Macedonzus. 
He informs us, that he was in the desarts of Egypt when he 
heard of that heresy, and that he wrote from thence to pre- 
vent the spread of it.t He had so much influence in 
Egypt, that a synod was immediately called there, which 
he attended, and where the Holy Spirit was for the first time 
decreed to be consubstantial with the Father and the Son. § 

Not long after this, the divinity of the Holy Spirit was 
more solemnly determined at a council held in Constanti- 
nople, and from that time it was deemed equally heretical to 
deny the divinity of the Spirit, as that of the Son. The 
doctrine of the Trinity now began to assume a proper form 
and consistence, one part of the scheme coming in aid of 
the other; and there were distinct treatises to prove the 
divinity of the Spirit, which had never been the subject 
of discussion before. Then was the doctrine of the perfect 
equality of the Spirit and the Son, as well as that of the 
Son and the Father, fully established ; so that, among others, 
Epiphanius asserts that, whatever is said of the Son is also 


ἢ « Baptizare jussit in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritis Sancti: id est, in con- 
fessione et authoris, et unigeniti, et doni.” L. ii. p. 22. (P.) 

+ Αναξεμαλίζομεν tes φρονενῖας καὶ λεγονίας" ἦν role μόνας, μη ovies vse" καὶ ἣν Dole 
δυας, μη ονῖος ὧγι πνεύματος. Eugenii Legatio ad Athanasium, in Montfaucon’s 
Collectio Patrum, 11. p.3. (P.) 

t Ἐγω μεν εν, καίπερ ev ἐρήμῳ διώγων, δια πότε εν τὴν ανγαιδειαν τῶν ἐκτραπεντων EK τῆς 
αληδειας" ov φροντισας τῶν γελᾷν ἐδ ελοντων' δια τὸ acSeves καὶ ταπεινὸν τῆς bia τῶν λόγων 
exibakews 8: ολίγων γραψας, ἀπεςειλα τῇ εὐλαξειᾳ, τταρακαλων ἵνα ἐντυγχάνων τετοις 
τὰ μεν διορδζωσηῃς" ems be τοῖς ἀσΐϑενως εἰρήμενοις συγἤινωσκῃς. Ad Serapion, Opera, 1. 
Ρ. 907. (P.) 

§ Ey tery be πόλλων πόλεων ἐπίσκοποι συνελίδοντες εἰς Αλεξανδοειαν, dua ASavaciw 
καὶ Ἑυσεξίῳ, τὰ δεδογμένα ev Νικαίᾳ κρατυνδσιν᾽ ὅμοεσιον τε τῷ πατρι καὶ τῷ vig τὸ 
ay πγευμα ὄμοηλογησαν, Kas τριαδα ογόμασαν. Sozomen, L. v. C. xii. p. 198. (P-) 
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said of the Spirit, as that they are both sent, they both speak» 
they both sanctify, they both heal, they both baptize, &c., 
and we are justified by them both, &c., &c., &c. * 

Still the forms of public worship were unfavourable to 
the new doctrine, for it had from time immemorial been the 
custom to gzve glory to the Father only ; but about this time, 
it is said, that ““ lavianus of Antioch, having assembled a 
number of monks, first shouted out, Glory to the Father, to 
the Son, and to the Holy Spirit; but that before him, some 
had said, Glory to the lather through the Son, in the Holy 
Spirit, which was the most customary form; and others, 
Glory to the Father in the Son, and the Holy Spirit.” ¢ 

But the new doctrine soon bore down the old forms, 
especially by the influence of Baszl, and the two Gregorves, 
his contemporaries, who exerted themselves as strenuously in 
this busines as A/hanasius had ever done with respect to the 
divinity of the Son. Baszd even maintained, that ““ to deny 
the divinity of the Holy Spirit, is to be guilty of blasphemy 
against the. Holy Spirit.”¢ In former times we have seen 
that many persons were deemed orthodox who only held the 
divinity of the Son ; but Chrysostom says, “" It cannot be that 
he who halts with respect to the Spirit, can walk upright 
with respect to the Son.”§ The description of the Spirit, 
as issuing from the substance of the Father, from this time 
very much resembled the former accounts of the generation 
of the Son from the Father. Thus Cyrilof Alexandria says, 
** The Holy Spirit is the Spirit of the unbegotten God, and 
comes forth from him, has personality and life, and always 
exists, being from that which exists.” || 

At this time the formerly innocent doctrine of the Spirit 
having been créated by the Son, or of his being inferior to 
him, was severely reprobated. Austzn says, ‘‘ he remembered 
to have read in some work of Eusebius, that the Spirit did 
not understand the mystery of our Saviour’s nativity, and he 


* Ancoratus, Sect. Ixviii., Opera, Il. pp. 71—73. (P.) 

t Ὅτι φησι tov Αντιοχειας ᾧλαξιανον, wAnBog μοναχων συνωγειραντῶ, Wpwroy ava 
ἔοησαι, Δοξα warps καὶ tip καὶ ὥγιῳ τυνευμιῶτι" των yap τῦρο ἄυτϑ, Tas μεν, Δοξα warps 
δι’ vie ἐν ἅγιῳ πνευμάτι, eye’ καὶ ταυτὴν μᾶλλον τὴν εκφωνησιν ἐπιπολαζειν᾽ τες δε, Δοξα 
warps εν vin καὶ dye πνευματι. Philostorgius, L. iii. Sect. xv. p. 406. (P.) 

{ Exeiwo δὲ ay ἥδεως αὐτὸς ep ὕμων ερωτήσαιμι, καὶ διορίζομιαι πεποιΐοτως, ὅτι μετώ- 
μελήσει σοι πότε τῆς αἴεου ταυτῆς σοφιας, χτισμα λέγοντι τὸ τνευμῶ τὸ ὦγιον᾽ av coby 
τὴν ἀσυγχωρητον ἁμαρτιαν; ἡ τι wore οιει δυσσεδεςερον τότ δυνασῦαι βλασφημειν,. 
Hom. xxvii. Opera, |. p. 5825. (}.) ; <5 ie 

§ Apnyavoy δὲ ες- τὸν περι τὸ σνευμώ σκαζοντα ορϑοποδησαι περι τὸν ὑιον. De Spiritu 
Sancto, Opera, V1. p.219. (Ρ.) ᾿ . 

! Καὶ yop ες-ιν ἀγεννήτβ πνευμα Θεου, Dioy auTe, καὶ εξ αὐτῷ wpslov, ενυπόςᾶτον Te, 
καὶ ζων, χαὶ aes ov, ὅτι τὸ ovr» est. Contra Julianum, L. viii, Juliant Opera, II. 
p- 275. CP) 
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wondered that a man of his learning should fix such a blot on 
the Holy Spirit.” * 

Austin had been led into the belief of the divinity of Christ 
by the principles of Péato, as he expressly acknowledged ; 
but he owns that Platontsm was not very favourable to the 
doctrine of the divinity of the Spirit. He says, ‘ that he 
found two principles in Plato, God the Father, and the Son, 
or the divine mind;-but he found nothing concerning the 
Holy Spirit; and what the Platonists said of the third prin- 
ciple, he did not understand.”’+ Indeed, here it is that 
Platonism entirely fails those who wish so much to avail 
themselves of it; for the third principle of Plato was nothing 
belonging to the Deity, but either the world, or the soul of 
the world. «“« Plato’s third principle,’ says Eusebius, “ is 
the soul of the world.”+ And as the world and the soul of 
the world were sometimes considered as different principles, 
the Platonic principles are sometimes said to be four. Justin 
Martyr says, that ““ Plato sometimes said there were four 
principles, making the soul of the universe the fourth, and 
sometimes he held matter to be created, and again to be 
uncreated.”§ Cyril of Alexandria, after mentioning Plato’s 
three principles, ‘ God, idea, and matter,” says, ‘“ there is a 
fourth, which he calls the soul of the world.” || 

Still, however, the orthodox Christians were very desirous 
of making out something of a Trinity in the doctrine of 
Plato; and Justen Martyr and others imagined they saw it 
so clearly, that they were confident it must have been 
derived from the Scriptures. Thus Clemens Alexandrinus 
imagined, from his construction of the language of Plato, 
that he had a knowledge of the Trinity, and that he learned 
it from Moses, alleging the two passages that have been 
already quoted from Plato, viz. that concerning the oath, in 


* ἐς Memini me in quodum libello Kusebii quondam egregii in reliquis viri, 
Jegisse, quia nec Spiritus Sanctus sciat mysterium nativitatis domini nostri Jesu 
Christi, et admiror tanta doctrine virum hance maculam Spiritui Sancto inflixisse.” 
Questiones Mixte, Opera, lV. p. 865. (P.) 

+ ‘* Quee autem dicat esse principia t{anquam Platonicus, novimus. Dicit enim 
Deum Patrem et Deum Filium, quem Grece appellat paternum intellectum, vel 
paternam mentem: de Spiritu autem Sancto, aut nihil, aut non aperte aliquid dicit : 
quamvis quem alium dicat horum medium, non intelligo.” De Civitate Dei, L. x. 
C. xxiii. Opera, V. p. 8577. (P.) 

{ Kau τριζην τὴν te Koome Wuxqv Θεὸν τριζον Kas αὐτὴν δριζομενοι eves. Preparatio, 
L..xi.-C, xix. p. 541. (PJ ᾿ 

§ Tore δὲ τεσσαρας" προςιθησι yap και τὴν KaoAS ψυχήν" καὶ Audis τὴν ὕλην ἀγεννηῖον 
ἢ arpolegoy εἰρήκως, ὕςτερον γεννη]ην aviny εἰνῶι λεγε. Ad Greecos, p. 8. 

|| Tees δὲ wads ὁ Πλάτων τὰς τῶν ὅλων ἀρχᾶς εἰναι Aeywv, Θεὸν τε Kay ὕλην, Καὶ E1006, 
Bicones καὶ τεαρῆην, ἦν On καὶ ὅλα ψνχην ovouater. Con, Jul. L. 11. Juliant Opera, 

.p-48. (P.) ὃ 
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the epistle to Erastus, &c., and that concerning the king of 
all, in the epistle to Dionysius.* But this has been shewn 
to be a thing very different from the Christian Trinity. 

The resemblance between the Christian and the Platonic 
Trinity is very imperfect, as it fails entirely in both the 
essential circumstances. For it was never imagined that the 
three component members of the Platonic Trinity were 
either equal to each other, or, strictly speaking, one. But 
then, neither had this been the language of those who in- 
troduced the doctrine of the Trinity; for they went little 
farther than the proper principles of Péato, without pre- 
tending either to make a perfect equality, or a perfect unity 
of the three persons; and, therefore, they did not maintain 
that this doctrine was so very myséerious and unintelligible as 
it was afterwards represented to be. 

Notwithstanding the doctrine of the Trinity seemed to be 
completed by means of the divinity and personality of the 
Spirit, and in some respects it seemed better guarded against 
attacks, there were still some awkward circumstances at- 
tending it. The Spirit being a divine person as well as the 
Son, and yet like the Son not absolutely underived, there 
was some difficulty in settling the mode of his derivation. 
The term generation had been already appropriated to the 
Son, and it had also been settled that there could be only 
one son produced in that manner, Christ being denominated 
the only-begotten Son of God. Fortunately the Spirit was 
said to proceed from the Father or the Son, or from both ; 
and though, in the Scriptures, this meant nothing more than 
his being sent by the Father, or the Son, and this being sené 
was only a figurative expression, denoting the imparting 
those powers which came from God, this term proceeding 
was immediately laid hold of, as expressing the manner of the 
emission of the Spirit from the fountain of Deity, and was 
deemed to be different from generation; but then there was 
great difficulty in determining in what that difference con- 
sisted. ‘The nativity of the Son,” says Austen, ‘ differs 
from the procession of the Spirit, otherwise they would be 


brothers.” + 


* Which may be seen, supra, pp. 158, 165. Σιωπω yap Πλατωνα᾽ ἀντικρὺς ὄντος 
ἐν τῇ τρὸς Ἑραςὸν καὶ Ἄορισκον επιςολῃ φαίνεται παάτερα καὶ ὗιον, ονκ οἱδ᾽ ὅπως, EX τῶν 
ἑξραικων γραφῶν ἐμφαινων---.Ωςε καὶ exay εἰπῇ, περι τὸν πταντῶν Bacihen ταντὰ ες, 
κάκεινθ ἕνεκεν τὰ Wayta* κῴκεινο αἰτιον ἁπανίων καλων" δευτερον δε, περι τὰ δευτερα" καὶ 
τριῆον, περι τὰ Tyla’ οὐκ ἀλλως ἔγωγε εξακδω, ἡ τὴν ὧγιαν τριαδα μηνυεσῖδαι" τριῖον μὲν 
YAP εἰναι, τὸ ὥγιον τνευμια᾽ τὸν ὗιον Oe, δευτερον» δι’ Gu παντα ἐγενετὸ κατὰ βθλησιν του 
πατρὸς. Strom. L. v. p. 598. (P.) 

+ “Sic enim yidebis quid distet nativitas verbi Dei ἃ processione doni Dei, 
propter quod Filius unigenitus non de Patre genitum, alioquin frater ejus esset, sed 
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But notwithstanding all the ingenuity of the orthodox, 
nothing more than a mere verbal distinction could ever be 
made between a mysterious generation and an equally mys- 
terious procession. ‘* What is the difference,” says the 
Macedonian, in the dialogue on this subject, ascribed to 
Athanasius, ““ between generated and proceeding?” The 
orthodox disputant answers, ‘* Do not inquire into this 
difference, for it is incomprehensible. Attend to what is 
commanded you, and inquire no farther. You are com- 
manded to believe that the Son is begotten, and that the 
Spirit proceeded. All other things, as the heaven, the 
earth, the sea, and things rational and irrational, are crea- 
tures.”’ * 

It was, generally thought, however, that there was some- 
thing more intelligible in the doctrine of generateon than in 
that of procession. For Basil says, ‘‘ The Son is produced 
from the Father by generation, but the Spirit in an ineffable 
manner.” t There is an air of still greater modesty in what 
Gregory Nazianzen says on the subject. ‘It is peculiar,” 
says he, ““ to the Father to be unbegotten, to the Son to be 
begotten, and to the Holy Spirit to proceed. If you inquire 
the manner how, should you not leave it to themselves, who 
have declared that they only know each other, and to those 
of us who may be illuminated about it hereafter?” + 

Austin says, that the Holy Spirit, being the Spirit of both 
the Father and the Son, proceeds from them both; and this 
he makes to be the difference between the generation of the 
Son, and the procession of the Spirit. ‘ It is peculiar,” he 
says, ‘“‘ to the son of man to proceed from two,” meaning 
of different sexes. ‘‘ Far be this from the Son of God,’ - 
&c.§ 
procedere dixit Spiritum Sanctum.” De T'rinitate, L. xv. C. xxvii. Opera, III. 
p. 476. (P.) 

* Kai τις ἡ διωφορα τῆς γεννήσεως Kou τῆς ExTropevtews; OPO. Tyr διαφοραν μὴ wept- 
epyate* ov γὰρ καταληπτη, GAN ὦ προσεϊαγή σοι, Tavia diave, καὶ Wepasleow Talay μὴ 
εξεαζε. Τ]ροσεταγὴ δὲ σοι τὸ σιςευειν, ὅτι ὁ ὗιος γενναῖαι, καὶ τὸ πνευμα εκπορευεῖαι. 


Ta δε αλλα σαντα, ϑρῶᾶνος, YN» Nakacca, καὶ τὰ εν αὑτοις λογικὰ καὶ ἀλογῶ, κτισμῶτα 
εἰσι, κατ᾽ ἐντολὴν αὐτῷ τῷ Θεου uticNevia. Opera, Il. p.276. (P.) 

t AAA’ ὁ μὲν ὑιος, ex τοῦ τσῶτρος γεννη]ως" τὸ δὲ τῦνευμα ἀρῥηΐως εκ του Θεου. Hom. 
xxvii. Opera, I. p. 526. (P.) 

1 Ἰδιον δὲ, warps μεν, ἡ ἀγεννησιῶ, vis δὲ ἡ γεννήσις, πυνευμαῖος δε, ἢ ἐκπεμψψις" εἰ δὲ 
τὸν τρόπον επιζηΐεις, τι χαϊαλειψεις τοῖς μονοις γινωσκειν ἀαλληλα, καὶ γινωσχεσαι ὑπ᾽ 
ἀλλήλων μαρίυρομενοις, ἡ καὶ ἡμων τοῖς εχειδεν ελλαμφδησομενοις ὑσερον. Or. xxiii. 
Opera, p. 424. (Ρ. 

§ “ Quero quid distat inter nativitatem Filii et processionem Spiritus Sancti? 
Filius autem solius est Patris, non Spiritis Sancti. Amborum inquam Spiritus, id 
est, Patris et Filii. Quod si spiritus sanctus filius esse diceretur, nuJlus autem 
filius est nisi duorum, patris et matris, quod absit ut inter Deum Patrem et Filiam 
tale quid suspicemur, quia nec filius hominis simul ex patre procedit et ex matre.” 
Questioncs, xv. Opera, LV. p. 679. (P.) 
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Cyril of Alexandria seems to think that he had some 
idea of the nature of the procession of the Spirit from the 
substance of God, when he says, that ““ Christ breathed 
upon his disciples, to shew that the Holy Spirit proceeds 
from the divine substance, as the breath of man proceeds 
from him.” * 

There was likewise another difficulty with respect to the 
Holy Spirit being said to be sent by the Son, trom which 
some concluded that, in his origin, he issued from the Son, 
as well as from the Father; and this doctrine prevailed in 
the Latzn Church; whereas the Greeks held that the Spirit 
proceeded from the Father only. To the objection, that if 
the Spirit be God, the Father has two Sons, Epiphanius 
replies, that ‘* the Spirit proceedeth both from the Father 
and the Son.” 7 Damascenus says, that “ the Spirit pro- 
ceedeth from the Father, and rests in the Son.”’¢ But Baszl 
seems to have considered the Spirit as deriving his being 
from the Son only; for he says, ‘* As the Son is the logos 
of the Father, so the Spirit is the word (ῥημα) of the Son. 
For it is said that he,” meaning the Son, ‘ supporteth all 
things by the word of his power.” § The ancients are said, 
by M. Caleca, to have believed that * the Holy Spirit pro- 
ceeded from the Father through the Son.” || So miserably 
do men bewilder themselves, when they leave the path of 
simple truth, abandoning reason to follow mere imagination. 


SECTION III. 


Of the proper Office of the Sprrit, with respect to the Offices 
of the Father and the Son. 


Tuere being now three Divine persons instead of one, 
there was a farther difficulty in adjusting their several pro- 


* “ Sed quemadmodum unusquisque nostrum, proprium in seipso spiritum 
continet, et ab intimis visceribus ad exteriora profundit: propterea corporaliter 
Christus sufflavit: ostendens hoc signo, quia quemadmodum ab ore humano cor- 
poraliter humanus spiritus procedit, sic ex divina substantia deitati congruenter 
spiritus, qui ab ea est, profunditur.” In Johan. L. ix. p. 936. (P.) 

t Το. δὲ ὦγιον πνευμα to wap’ αμφοτερων. Ancoratus, Sect. Ixxi. Opera, II. p. 
(TN avy 

t ( Eodem modo etiam in Spiritum Sanctum credimus, qui dominus est, et 
vivificat, qui ex Patre procedit, et in Filio conquiescit.” Orthod, Fid. L.i.C. x. 
Opera, p. 268. (P.) 

§ Διὰ τϑῖο χαὶ Θεοῦ μὲν λόγος ὅ ὑιος, ῥημα δὲ viov τὸ πνευμα" φερων yap, φησι, τῶ 
πάντα τῷ ῥημαῖι τῆς δυναμεως avtov. Ad Kunom. L. v. Opera, |. p. 787. (P.) 

|| Καὶ εἶν τὸ πνευμα τὸ γιον ες τ τσαᾶτρος δια τῷ vie exmogevEer Tas Aeyerl, δι ame τῆς 
wowing μέχρι τῆς ἔξδομης συνοῦθ διαλαμψανῖες. Combefis Auctuarium, II. p. 216, (P.) 
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vinces, for each Divine person must have an employment 
suited to his character. This arrangement being left to men, 
who can seldom agree, a considerable difference of opinion 
unavoidably arose in this case. However, after much dis- 
cussion, it was at length settled, at least for a long time, 
that all the three Divine persons acted jointly in every 
operation in which any of them was concerned. But before 
it was determined in this manner, divines were much em- 
ployed in settling the proper department of the Holy Spirit, 
after having agreed before, that the Son was the maker of 
all things under the Father.. 

For some time it was generally thought that the Father 
was the only prime cause, the fountain of Deity, the Son his 
immediate agent in the creation, and that the Spirit was the 
sanctifier or the perfecter of every thing. ‘ There are three,” 
says Basil, ‘“‘ the Father ordaining, the Son executing, and 
the Spirit perfecting.” * “ The Father,” says M. Caleca, 
‘‘ig distinguished as the primary cause, the Son as the 
creator, and the Spirit as the perfecter.” + 

It appears most clearly from Eusebius, that to sancizfy and 
to perfect meant the same thing. In the interpretation of 
Psalm xxxiii. 6, ““ By the word of the Lord were the heavens 
made, and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth,” 
he says, ‘“‘ By these we are to understand our Saviour, and 
the Holy Spirit, for both co-operated in the creation of the 
heavens and their host; for nothing is sanctified without 
the presence of the Spirit. The word, being the demz- 
urgus, introduced the angels into being, but the Holy Spirit 
gave their sanctificateton; for the angels were not created 
infants.” + 

But though it had been settled by most of the Fathers, 
that the dogos, or the Son, was the medium of all the Divine 
communications of God to man in the Old Testament, it was 
now generally thought proper to take from him the province 
of inspiring the prophets, and to leave to him only the visi- 
ble appearances to Abraham, Moses, and others. ILreneus 
says it was the spirit of God that spake by the prophets and 


* Thin τοινὺν vos, τὸν wposaccovia κυριον, τὸν δημιβργδνῆα λογον, τὸν sepeavla, τὸ 
πνευμα τὸ ὧγιον. De Spiritu Sancto, C. xvi. Opera, Il. p. 826. (P-) 

+ Aa τεῆων τὴν προκαταρκτικὴν αἰτιῶν aiviTionevos τὸν walepa* τὴν δημιξργυκὴν, τὸν 
ὅιον" τὴν τελειωικην,: τὸ τγευμῶώ τὸ ὦγιον. Combefis Auctuarium, Il. p. 209. (P.) 

1 Ἵνα νοηθῃ ὁ σωΐὴηρ καὶ τὸ ὧγιον αὐῪΘ wea’ ἀμιφοήερα δὲ συνηργησεν ἐν τῇ “TICES 
τῶν ουρᾶνων καὶ τῶν εν αὐτοῖς δυναμεων' δια Telo εἰρη]αι" τῷ λογῷ κυριϑ δι BpavOL ἐςτερεω- 
ϑησαν καὶ τῷ τνευμαῖι τ ςόματος avTe ware ἡ δυναμις aviwy’ οὐδὲν yap dyiatelas εἰμὴ 
τῇ wapecig Te πνευμῶτος" ayleAwy γδν THY μεν εἰς TO ELVA wapadey, ὁ δημιδργος λογὸς ὃ 
“ποιηΐης Tov ὅλων παρείχετο Toy ὁγιασμον δε αὐτοῖς TO τονευμῶ τὸ ὧγιον συνεπεφερεν, οὐ yap 
γήπιοι κτισίενῖες δι αγίελοι. Monfaucon’s Collectio, 1. p. 194, (P.) 


TO THE HOLY SPIRIT. 313 


the apostles.* Ambrose says, “ It was the same spirit 
by which Moses and Aaron performed miracles in Egypt, 
and who spake by Moses, the patriarchs, prophets, and 
apostles.” + ‘ The Spirit,” says Cyril of Jerusalem, “ ope- 
rates in the law and the prophets.” 1 

Hippolytus says, that “the fathers were inspired by the 
Spirit, and also honoured by the logos itself, being united 
together as the strings of an instrument, having the logos 
always in them, as a plectrum, by which being moved, the 
prophets declared whatever God chose.” § 

With respect to the Father and the Son, personally con- 
sidered, it does not appear that any particular province or 
agency was assigned to the Spirit, except the mere pro- 
ceeding from one or both of them, till Synestus called him 
the ““ centre of the Father and the Son;”|| and M. Victo- 
rinus called him, ““ the copuda of the Father and the Son.” 4] 
But what they meant by these expressions is best known to 
themselves. 

It was necessary, however, that the Spirit should be no 
cipher in the system; and that, being a person, he should 
have the power of voluntary action. Accordingly, it is 
observed by Baszl, that, ‘ though the Spirit be sent, accord- 
ing to the ceconomy, he was no servant, but acted volun- 
tarily.” ** 

Creation is generally ascribed to the Son; but Basz/ 
maintains, that “* because it is said, ‘By the word of the 
Lord were the heavens made, and all the host of them by 


* « Unus enim et idem spiritus Dei, qui in prophetis quidem preconavit, quis 
et qualis esset adventus Domini, in senioribus autem int.*pretatus est bene quae 
bene prophetata fuerant; ipse et in apostolis annunciavit, plenitudinem temporum 
adoptionis venisse, et proximasse regnum ce@lorum, et inhabitare intra homines 
credentes in eum, qui ex virgine natus est Emmanuel.”  L, iii. C. xxv. p., 
256. (P.) 

+ “ Iste est, in quo Moyses et Aaron coram Pharaoue rege Aigypti signa fece- 
runt, et de quo magi dixerunt: Hic digitus Dei est. Iste est, qui in Moyse et 
in omnibus sanctis patriarchis et prophetis atque apostolis locutus est.” Jn 
Symbol. C. vi. Opera, 1V. p. 91. (P.) 

1 To ev νομῳ καὶ τπρροφηταις ἐνεργησαν. Cat. iv. Opera, p.55. (P.) 

§ Ὅντοι yap πνευματι τοροφητικῳ δι walepes χατηρτισμενοι, καὶ ὑπ᾽ αὐτϑ Te hoye ἀξίως 
τειμήμενοι, οργανων δικὴν ἕαυτοις ἡνωμενοι, EXovTES εν ἕαυτοις ἀεὶ τὸν 4 ὡς wANKT por, 
δι᾿ ov χινθμενοι ἀπηγἴελλον ταυΐα, περ ἡδελεν ὃ Θεὸς, δι wpopylas. e Antichristo, 
Opera, p. 5. (P.) 

|| Χαιροις δ᾽ ακραντῷ» πνοια 

Κεντρον xope καὶ σατρος. Hymn v. Opera, p.342. (P.} 
q « Adesto Sancte Spiritus, Patris et Filii copula. 
Tu cum quiescis Pater es, cum procedis Filius. 
In unum qui cuncta nectis, tu es Spiritus Sanctus.” 
De Trinitate Hymnus, Bib. Pat. V. p. 360. (P.) 
** Αποςελλεται μεν οἰκονομίκως, evepyes δὲ avrebaciws. De Fide, Opera, I. p. 432. (P.) 
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the breath of his mouth,’ all things were created equally by 
the Son and the Spirit.” * [ἢ another place he adds a farther 
argument from Psalm cxix. 73: ‘* Thy hands have made 
me and fashioned me.” He also says, that the supernatural 
body of Christ was the work of the Spirit. + 

‘That the Holy Spirit can create, is evident,” says 
Athanasius, or one who borrows his name, ““ from the body 
of our Lord; the angel saying, ‘ That holy thing which shall 
be born of thee is of the Holy Spirit..”+ ‘* When the logos 
came into the Virgin, the Holy Spirit accompanied him, 
and the logos, by the Spirit, formed to himself a body.” § 
To this making by the Holy Spirit, the Arans having 
objected that Christ must be the Son of the Spirit, the 
orthodox speaker, in the dialogue above-mentioned, admits, 
that ““ Jesus was produced by the Holy Spirit ; but,” he says, 
“it isa making, not a generating.” || 

That the Spirit might be employed by the Father as well 
as the Son, was proved by things being said to be done by 
the finger of God. For the finger of God, they said, means 
the Spirit; as when Christ said, If I by the finger of God 
cast out demons. The two tables of stone, therefore, being 
said to be written by the finger of God, were thought to be 
engraved by the Spirit. This was the opinion of Ambrose, who 
proves it by shewing, that what is called the Spirit of God 
in one evangelist, is called the finger of God in another. 


The Spirit is generally styled the wevifier, as if Christ 


* Eres ovy λογίθ»» μὲν χυρι8 6 σωηρ, καὶ πτνευμα Te ςφόματος αὐτῷ τὸ dyloy πνευμῶ, 
ἀμῴοτερα δὲ συνήργησε τῇ κτισει των BpavoY, Kat τῶν εν αὐτοις δυναμεων" dia Talo εἰρηται 
Tew λόγῳ κυρι8 δι δρῶνοι ες -ερεωδησοιν, και τῷ τνευμᾶτι Te φομῶτος αὔτ πάσα ἡ δυναμις 
avioy. In Ps. xxxii. Opera, |. p. 175. (.) 

+ Ὅτι δημίδργον τὸ avevpa—Or apavor διηγενῖαι δοξαν Oe, πποιησιν δὲ χειρων αὐτϑ 
ἀναγῦελλει τὸ ς-ερεωμια" καὶ εν ἕτερῳ" καὶ τῶ Epya τῶν χειρων TB εἰσιν δι ϑρανοι----οῖι χειρες 
oe εἐπλῶσῶν με, καὶ εἐποιήσῶαν μέ-ττει τοινυν τὸ ὑπερκόσμιον σωμῶ Xpice ex τνευμῶτος 
εςτιν dywv. Adv. Eunomium, L. ν. Opera, III. p.778. (P.) 

1 ‘Or: δὲ δυναῆαι uticas ro τνευμα To ὧγιον, εδειχ δὴ EK TE κυριῶν σωμαῆος, του aylehe 
εἰρήηκοῖος" rel ev avin γεννηδεν ex πνευμαῖος exw dysa. Con. Mac. Dial. i. Opera, 11. 

174. (P. 
εῇ 8 'Ουως καὶ emt τὴν ἅγιαν ταρσενον Μαριῶν επιδημδϑνῖος Tov oye, συνηρχεῖο To τνευμα" 
καὶ ὃ λογὸς ev τῷ τνευμαῖι, ἐπλατῆε καὶ ἡρμοζεν ἑαυτῳ τὸσωμα. Ad Serapion, Opera, 
I. ρ. 207. (P.) j 

|| Ἢ γενεσις εἶπεν, ane ἢ γέννησις. Dial. iii. Athanasit, Opera, 11. p. 288. (P.) 

4 “ Legem quoque ipsam per Spiritum Sanctum datam accepimus et scriptam. 
Dicit enim Moyses: Et dedit Dominus duas tabulas Japideas digito Dei scriptas. 
Digitum autem Dei Spiritum Sanctum dici, evangelia manifestant. Cum enim 
Dominus demonem ejecisset, et accusaretur ἃ Judzis, quod in Beelzebub, principe 
deemoniorum, demonia expelleret; secundum Lucam quidem respondisse per- 
hibetur, Quod si ego in digito Dei expello demonia; secundum Matthzum vero, 
Si autem ego in spiritu Dei ejicio demones. Unde manifestum est Spiritum 
digitum Dei dici.” De Spiritu Sancto, Opera, V. p.523. (P.) Seealso supra, p. $13, 
Note 1. 
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made only the outward forms of things, whereas to give 
life and motion was the province of the Spirit. This is said 
to have been expressed by the Spirit moving upon the face of 
the waters. But on this subject a ray of good sense beams 
upon us in Theodoret, who says, that “ this Spirit means the 
wind,” * He seems, however, to have been singular in this 
opinion. 

The vivifying even the body of Christ was thought by 
Basil to be the oftice of the Holy Spirit. + And Cyril of 
Jerusalem says, that “ the Holy Spirit was imparted to the 
humanity of Christ at his baptism.” £ To this it might be 
said, that the proper divinity belonging to Christ himself 
might have sufficed. But Chrysostom says, “" When God, 
the logos, took flesh of us, he fashioned it according to the 
form of man, or one of the prophets, or as one of the 
apostles, receiving the Holy Spirit; not that the divinity of 
the Son was not sufficient, but that the perfect knowledge 
of the Trinity might be shewn in that creation,” that is, the 
flesh of Christ. § 

Austin doubted whether it was right to call the Holy 
Spirit the goodness of the Father and of the Son; but he 
had less scruple to say that he was the sanctety of them 
both.|| This, however, could not respect the humanity of 
Christ, because the Father had no human nature. This 
might be construed to imply, that he thought the Spirit 
to be a property only, and not a person, if he had not been 
well known to hold the Holy Spirit to be the third person 
in the Trinity. 

Still more has the language of Cyril of Alexandria the 


* Tics δόκει τὸ wavayioy τῦνευμα Covyovey τῶν ὑδαΐων τὴν φυσιν, καὶ διαγραφον τὴν τῷ 
βαπῖισμαῖος yao’ αληδεςερον revlon exeivoy iat τὸν λόγον, ὅτι τὸ πνευμα εν]αυδα τὸν 
Eph καλει" εἰπὼν γαρ, ὅτι τὸν ἔρανον καὶ τὴν γὴν ἐποιῆσε, καὶ τῶν ὑδαῆων δια τῆς αξυσσϑ 
μνησΐεις, ἀναγκαίως καὶ TB HED ἐμνησδη, ἐκ τῆς Te ὑδαῖος empaveras μέχρι TA Bpave 
διηκονῖος" aepos yap φυσις, τὸ τοις καΐω κειμένοις επιφερεσῦαι σωμᾶσι. In Gen, Opera, 
1.0.8. (P.) 

-- To δὲ wvevpa ὧγιαϊζον τὴν κτισιν, καὶ Cworoay, καὶ χρισμῶ ef’ ἥμιν ov, ηδὴ δὲ 
καὶ ey αὐτῇ Te κυριθ capes. Hom. xvii. Opera, |. p. 4890. (P-) 

1 Eds yap, ὡς εξηγήσανἶο τινες τας ἀπαρχαᾶς», καὶ TH Wpwlea Te aye πνευμαᾶτος τῶν 
βαπῖιζομενων τῇ ανϑρωποῖηῖ, re σωΐηρος τταράσχειν, Ta τὴν τοιαυΐην διδονῖος χαριν, Cat. 
xvii. Opera, p. 244. (P.) 

δ Ὅταν δε avahaby 6 Θεὸς hoyos τὴν σαρχὰ τὴν εξ ἡμων moves αυΐην κατα τὸν ανϑρωπινον 
τύπον, ὡς ἕνα των τοροφηΐων, ἡ ὡς ἕνα των ἀποςόλων, δεχομενὴν veya ὧγιον" εἰπὸν Wp 
λαξων, οὐκ ὡς μὴ apnacns τῆς Μεοίηϊος τ via, αλλ᾽ ἵνα εν]ελης τῆς τριαδὸς ἡ γνωσις ev τῳ 
πλασμαῖ: tel δειχϑῃ. De Spiritu Sancto, Opera, VI. p. 218. (P.) | 

| “ Utrum autem boni Patris, et boni Filii, Spiritus Sanctus, quia communis 
ambobus est, recte bonitas dici potest amborum, non audeo temerariam pracipitare 
sententiam ; veruntamen ambobus eum dicere sanctitatem facilius ausus fuero, non 
amborum quasi qualitatem, sed ipsum quoque substantiam, et tertiam in Trinitate 
personam.” De Civitate Dei, L. xi. C. xxiii. Opera, V. p. 689, (P.) 


316 THE CONTROVERSY RELATING 


appearance of his supposing that the Holy Spirit was only 
a property, or some divine grace, when he says, ‘“ The 
peace which our Lord gave his disciples was the Holy 
Spirit.”* With equal impropriety Gregory Nyssen says, 
that “ the glory which Christ had with the Father before 
the world was, meant the Holy Spirit. For then,” he says, 
ἐς nothing existed but the Father, the Son, and the Spirit ; 
and that persons so distinct could not be united, but by 
the participation of the same spirit.’ This, if it had 
not been equally dark itself, might have thrown some light 
on the Spirit being called the copula of the Father and the 
Son, quoted above. 

This uncertain distribution of offices not giving satisfac- 
tion to Ambrose and Austin, it was determined by them, 
that all the three persons in the Trznzty always act jointly in 
all their respective operations. Indeed, Eusebeus had said, 
that “ the Father, Son, and Spirit, are all principles (αρχαι). ἢ 
Also, that they were each capable of the functions of the 
others had been allowed; but it had been said that they 
chose to confine themselves to certain operations. ‘ Christ,” 
says Cyril of Jerusalem, ““ made angels and archangels, 
thrones and dominions; not that the Father wanted a crea- 
tive power, but that he chose that the Son should reign over 
the works of his own hands, and gave him the government 
of the things which he had made.” § ‘ The Father,” says 
Basil, ““ had no need of the Son, though he operated by him; 
but he chose to do so; nor does the Son want assistance, 
when he operates like the Father; but he chose to perfect 
every thing by the Spirit.” || ‘As the Father,” says Theo- 
doret, ““ could have created without the Son, but did it not, 
to shew the identity of his nature; so the Son could have 
sanctified man without the Spirit, but did it with the Spirit, 


* s¢ Pax ergo que principatus——excedit, Christi spiritus est, in quo Deo patri 
universa filius reconciliavit.’ Jn Johan. L. x. C. vii. Opera, I. p. 986. (P.) 

t Ackay yap εν]αυδα λεγειν avioy ona To τνευμῶ τὸ εἕγιον, ὁ εδωκεν τοῖς μωδηΐαις δια 
τῷ τπροσφυσημαῖας" ov yup esi ἀλλως Evorynvas Tag am ἀλλήλων διες-ηκοας, μη τ ἑνοΐηϊι 
τῷ πνευμαῆος συμφυομενες. In Cor. xv. 28, Opera, |. p. 849. (P.) 

1 Or δὲ ye Serer Aoyos,| τὴν dyiay Kar paKapay τριαδα, WaTpos καὶ vie καὶ ὦγιδ τνευ- 
μαῖαες, ev ἀρχῆς λογῳ tatlect. Preeparatio, L. xi. C. xix. p. 541. (P.) 

§ Πανῆα exomoev ὃ Xpicog κἀν ἀγἴελες λεγῇς, κἀν apyarylerec, κἀν κυριοϊη]ας, κἀν 
Spoves’ 8x, ὅτι ὁ wale ylover τσερι τὴν τῶν δημιθργημαῖων avlegyiay’ aAN ὅτι βασιλεύειν 
τῶν ὑπ᾽ avle ππεποιήμενων τὸν viov needy dn, aviog αὐΐῳ wapexwy των κα]ασκευαζομενων 
τὴν ὑφηγησιν. Cat. xi. Opera, p. 146. (P.) 

|| ᾿Ουήω yap ay ovle walne wpocdenvern tiov, μόνῳ τῳ Sere δημιθργων, GAN ὅμως Tere 
καὶ πέφυκε διῶ tia" out’ ὧν ὁ ὗιος συνεργειως mpordenTern, καὶ ὁμοιοϊηω τ Warpos ἐνεργων" 
craw καὶ 6 ὑιος ὅελει καὶ σεφυκε διῶ Ta πνευμοιῖος τελειδν. De Spiritu Sancto, C, xiv. 
Opera, II. p. 828. (P.) 
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that what was done might be the work of the Father, Son, 
and Spirit.” * 

As if an equal capacity for every thing had not been a 
sufficient argument of equal power, the three persons were 
represented as all actually bearing a part in every operation. 
A treatise ascribed to Athanasius is the first in which I have 
found this sentiment, as applied to the body of Christ. 
“ How,” says the Macedonian, ‘** does Solomon say, ‘ Wisdom 
has builded herself a house’? Orthodoa. ‘ Because all the 
works of the Father are also those of the Son. and of the 
Spirit; and, therefore, it is sometimes said to be the 
Father’s, sometimes the Son’s, and sometimes the Holy 
Spirit’s. ” Ὁ 

But it is in Ambrose, as 1 have observed, that this system 
of joint operation appears most complete. ‘ The holy and 
undivided Trinity,’ he says, ‘‘ never does any thing sepa- 
rately.” He instances in the “ incarnation, the voice from 
heaven, at the baptism of Christ,’ &c.t ‘* What one 
speaks, they all speak ; for there is one voice of the Trinity.” § 
‘The Father, Son and Spirit created the body of Christ ; 
the Father, because it is said, ‘ God sent his Son made of a 
woman ;’ the Son, because it is said, ‘ Wisdom has builded 
her a house ;’ and the Spirit, because ‘ Mary was with child 
by the Spirit.’” || He represents all the persons as present 
at the baptism of Jesus, ‘‘ The Spirit under a corporeal 
form, and the Father, because he could not be seen, was 


heard.” 
- Austin, who generally followed the steps of his master, 


* Ὥσπερ ὃ walno, δυναμενί» κτισαι τὸν ανρωπον, μετὰ Te vie κτίζει, iva Deyn τὸ 
ταυΐον τῆς φυσεως" δυω καὶ ὃ Yioc, δυναμενίθ» κτίσαι γιον τὸν ανῶρωπον, μετὰ Te τνεὺυ- 
parGy dye κτίζει, iva δειχῃ τὸ γεγονί»» εργον watpOy, καὶ tie, καὶ dye πνευματῷ». 
Dial. Adv. Macedonian, Opera, V. p. 848. (P.) 

t Tlws εἰπεν ὃ Σολομων, Ἢ copia ὠκοδομησεν ἑαυτῃ sinov; OPO. Tero yap ecw ὃ λέγω, 
ὅτι WavTa τὰ epya Te τσᾶτρος, καὶ TA Vid, καὶ Te Gye τπνευματίῷ» ess καὶ δια Talo 
woe τ Warpos λεγεῖαι, wole Ta Wie, Wole Te dye te πνευματῷ». Opera, II. p, 
233. (P.) 

1 ‘‘ Quia sancta et inseparabilis Trinitas numquam aliquid extra se singillatiin 
operari noverit,” In Symb. Opera, lV. p.93. (P.) 

§ “ Quod unus loquitur, tres loquuntur, quia vox una est Trinitatis.” Jn Lue. 
L. x. Opera, Il. p. 203. (P.) 

|| “ Et etenim sicut legimus quia creavit Pater dominice iucarnationis sacra- 
mentum, creavit et spiritus: ita etiam legimus quod et ipse Christus suum corpus 
creayit, Creavit enim Pater, secundum quod scriptum est: Dominus creavit me— 
et alibi: Misit Deus Filium suum factum ex muliere, factum sub lege. Creavit 
et spiritus illud omne mysterium, secundum quod legimus; Quia invevta est Maria 
in utero habens ex Spiritu Sancto.” De Spiritu Sancto, L. ii. C. viii. Opera, IV. 
p. 941. (P.) 

4 “ Videmus Spiritum, sed specie corporali: videamus et Patrem; sed qui ἡ 
videre non possumus, audiamus.” /n Luc. C, iii. Opera, 11. p. 41. CP.) 
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Ambrose, in other things, did it in this. He says, in general, 
that ‘“‘ in whatever the Trinity acts, it operates inseparably, 
because there is one operation of the Trinity, as it is one 
substance, essence, and will.” * <The whole Trinity,” he 
says, “reconciled us to itself, as the whole Trinity made 
the Word flesh.” + He says, that ““ the appearances of God 
in the Old Testament, might be of God in general, or of the 
whole Trinity, or of the Father, Son, or Spirit, according to 
the circumstances of the passage.’+ ‘* The voice from 
heaven, “1 have glorified it, and will glorify it again,’ was 
from the whole Trinity.”§ He says he was the first who 
taught that doctrine. 

This doctrine of the joint operation of all the persons in 
the Trinity, though most conspicuous in Ambrose and Austin, 
is not peculiar to them ; it appears in Epzphanius and Basil. 
‘* All works,” says the former, “ are the joint production 
of the Father, Son, and Spirit.” || ‘In every operation,” 
says Basil, ‘‘ the Holy Spirit co-operates with the Father 
and the Son.” We find the same in Theophylact, who 
says, ““ Where there is one person of the Holy Trinity, there 
are all.” ** 

Idacius Clarus shews at large, that “ all the attributes of 
the Father, Son, and Spirit, are common; as those of God, 
Lord, holy, prince, king, judge, true, just, strong. They are 
all judges, they all operate, they are all lofty. They have in 


* © Quicquid operatur Trinitas sancta inseparabiliter heec eadem operatur, quia 
una est Trinitatis operatio sicut una est substantia, essentia, et voluntas.” Ques- 
tiuncule ex Libris de Trinitate, Opera, Ill. p. 1038. (P.) 

+ “ Trinitas enim nossibi reconciliavit, per hoc quod solum Verbum carnem ipsa 
᾿ ‘Trinitas fecit.”. De Fid. Ὁ. ii. Opera, III. p. 217. CP.) 

Τ “Tam enim quesitum atque tractatum est, in illis antiquis corporibus, formis, 
et visis, non tantummodo Patrem, nec tantummodo Filium, nec tantummodo Spiri- 
tum Sanctum apparuisse, sed aut indifferenter dominum Deum gui Trinitas ipsa 
intelligitur aut quamlibet ex Trinitate personam, quam lectionis textus indiciis 
circumstantibus significaret.” De Trinitate, L. iii. C. i. Opera, II]. p. 281. (P.) 

§ “ Omnes quos legere potui qui ante me scripserunt de Trinitate, quee est Deus, 
divinorum librorum veteram et novorum Catholici tractatores, hoc intenderunt 
secundum scripturas docere, quod Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, unius ejus- 
demque_ substantie inseparabili zequalitate divinum insinuent unitatem.—Nec 
eandem Trinitatem dixisse de ceelo: Tu es Filius meus: sive cum baptizatus est 
a Johanne, sive in montem quum cum illo erant tres discipuli: aut quem sonuit 
vox, dicens: Et clarificavi et iterum clarificabo: sed tantummodo Patris vocem 
fuisse ad Filium factum quamvis Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, sicut insepara- 
biles sunt.” Ibid. L. 1. C. iv. p. 242. (P.) 

|| Παντα yup τὰ epya ὅσα ecw, dua ex warps, καὶ vie, Kar ὦγιθ wvevuatO» yeye- 
vqlas. Heer. Ixxi. Opera, I. p. 832. (P.) 

4 “Οὐὔω δὲ ἂν τὸ συναφες και ἀδιαιρεῖον κατα ττῶσαν ἐνεργειῶν ATO WATPOS χαὶι vig, τῷ 
aye πνευμαῖος διδαχϑειης. De Spiritu Sancto, C. xvi. Opera, II. p. 824. (Ρ.) 

ἀπ Eva yap pia ὑποςάσις τῆς dying τριαδος, exer nora λοιπῶι. In Rom. C. viii. 


Opera, 11. p. 75. (P.) 
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common, the appellations of fire, light, good, great, virtue, 
fountain, river,” c&., and thus he proceeds to near a hun- 
dred instances. * 

Cyril of Alexandria proves this doctrine from our Saviour’s 
saying, that he could do nothing without the Father ; meaning, 
he says, that ‘he was consubstantial with him; having 
equal power, the same will, and the same co-operation.” + 


SECTION IV. 
Of the Arguments for the Divinity of the Holy Spirit. 


Tue reasoning of the fathers concerning the divinity of 
the Holy Spirit lies in a much smaller compass than that 
concerning the divinity of the Son. One principal reason 
of this is, that so little mention is made of the Holy Spirit 
in the Scriptures, and still less that can possibly be con- 
strued into an evidence of his being a divine person, This 
is a circumstance that could not escape notice, and which 
required to be accounted for by the orthodox. Among 
others, Epiphanius has advanced a reason which is curious 
enough. It goes upon the idea of the Holy Spirit being 
that person of the three which immediately dictated the 
Scriptures. He says, that ‘the Holy Spirit says little 
concerning himself, that he might not commend himself ; 
the Scriptures being written to give us examples.” 1 
imagine, however, that the good fathers would not have 
been sorry if the Holy Spirit had been less observant of this 
punctilio; as it would have made the defence of their 
favourite doctrine of the Trinity much easier than, in the 
present state of things, they found it to be. For it was » 
constantly observed by their adversaries, that the Holy 
Spirit is never once called God in all the New Testament. 

Antiquity, also, and the established forms of public 
worship, were, in that age, strongly urged against the 


5 
novel doctrine of the divinity of the Spirit. Basil parti- 


* Bib. Pat. V. p. 419. (P.) 

+ “Non potest enim Filius facere ἃ seipso quid, nisi accipiat posse ἃ Patre. 
Quoniam autem zqualis operis et roboris se esse novit, ostendit quod unam ac 
eandem habeat cum ipso Patre substantiam, et ipse adoptat per se ad facienda, una 
volitione ad quodlibet simul vadens cum genitore, et ad opus consilium in omnibus, 
communibus quibusdam divinitatis Jegibus, simul concedens. De Tinitate, L. vi. 
Opera, 11. p. 464. (P.) 

1 Καὶ ἵνα μὴ τις εἰπῇ, enev we ess τὸ πυνευμῶᾶν ἐπειδὴ περι ἕνος καὶ ἕνος Bipyesians οὐκ 
res τὸ πνευμα αὐτοσυςατον avro yeverNas ἑαυτδ' aes yao φυλατ]εῖαι ἡ Nex γραφὴ 
ὑπογραμιμος quay γινεσῦαι. Heer. lili, Opera, I. pp. 475, 485. (P.) 
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cularly complains of his having been pressed by this argu- 
ment, though he endeavours to defend himself; saying, that 
the authority of Gregory Thaumaturgus, his predecessor in 
the see of Neocesarea, and whose memory was almost 
idolized in that country, was not against him, as his adver- 
saries pretended. He likewise urges the authority of 
Firmilian.* But of this the people must have been as 
good judges as the bishop. 

We have happily preserved to us the established forms 
of prayer and benediction in the writings of Justin Martyr, 
who, in his account of the administration of the Lord’s 
Supper, says, that the minister “ offers praise and glory to 
the Father of all, in the name of the Son, and of the Holy 
Spirit.” Again, he says, ““ For every thing that we eat 
we give thanks to the Maker of all things, by his Son Jesus 
Christ, and by the Holy Spirit.” + 

Moreover, in the Apostolical Constitutions, composed, 
probably, in the fourth century, according to what was 
supposed to have been the practice of the earliest ages, it is 
said, that ““ God alone is to be worshipped by Jesus Christ, 
and in the Holy Spirit.” § 

With respect to the argument from the Scriptures, Baszl 
contents himself with saying, that ‘‘ many things were re- 
ceived on the authority of apostolical tradition, and that 
there was no more reason to reject this than those.” || 

As the personality of the Spirit was very much questioned, 
Epiphanius says, that ‘‘ he assumed the form of a dove, at 
the baptism of our Saviour, on purpose to shew that he had 
a real person.” 4 It was acknowledged, however, by Austin 
and others, that the Holy Spirit assumed the form of a dove 


* “Ex towey των Γρηγοριθ, καὶ ὃ voy αν]ιλεγομενος τρόπος τῆς δοξολογιῶς Eciv, EX τῆς 
EKEWE ττωραδοσεως τῇ εκκλησιῷ τσεφυλαγμενος᾽ καὶ OV πσολὺς 6 πόνος μικρὸν κινησενῖ, τὴν 
emt Telos wAypopopiay Aabew* ταυΐην καὶ Φιρμιλιανῳ τῷ ἡμεήερῳ μαρίυρδσι τὴν Wick δι 
λόγοι cus κατελίπε. De Spiritu Sancto, C. xxix. Opera, Il. p. 860. (}.) 

+ Kas δυως λαξων, aivoy καὶ δοξαν τῷ warp τῶν ὅλων, dia Te ονομιαῆος Te ὕιου, καὶ Te 
πνευμωτίθ» τ dye, ἀνώπεμπει. Apol.i. p. 96. (Ρ.; 

} Ex: waos δὲ δις wporcpepomerta εὐλογεμεν τὸν WoinTyy των WayTwy, dia Tov iB αὐτου 
Incov Xeicov, καὶ δια wrevpates του dye. Ibid. p. 97. (P.) 

§ Θεὸν πταντοκρώτοροι Eva povoy ὕπαρχειν, wap ὃν αλλος οὐκ ESL καὶ αὐτὸν μόνον σεδειν 
καὶ προσκυνεῖν, Oia ἴησου Χριςτου τοῦ χυριου ἥμων, εν τῷ wavayw τνευμᾶτι. 1.. vi. C. 
xiv. p 343. 

|| Προς ye μὴν το ἀμαρτυρὸν Kas ὠγρῶφον evan τὴν, σὺν τῷ πνευμιῶτι, δοξολογιῶν, EKELVO 
λεγομεν᾽ ὅτι εἰ μὲν μηδὲν ἕτερον ἀγρῶφον, wyde TeTo WapadeyNytw εἰ δὲ τὰ σλειςα τῶν 
μυςικων aypaws ἥμιν ἐμπολιτευετῶι, PETA WokAwy ἕτερων καὶ TovTo καταδεξωμεῖα. 
De Spiritu Sancto, C. xxiii. Opera, 11. p. 857. (P.) ; 

41 Aca τουῖο καίπερ αὐτοῦ tov τνευματίθ» re diyov coma μὴ φορεσαντος, εν εἰδεὶ 
σπεριςερας σχημα]ίζεῖαι, ὅπως δειξῇ σου καὶ ἐλεγξῃ cov τὴν τσλανὴν, ὅτι ἐνυποςαἶον Ect το 
πνευμὰ καθ᾽ ἕαυτο, καὶ ενυπος αος ὃ walnpy καὶ ἐνυποςαἶος ὃ μονογενης. Heer. Ixii. 
Opera, Il. p. 517. (Ρ.) 
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on this occasion, as well as of fire on the day of Pentecost 
for a time only, and not permanently, as Christ did his 
body. * It should seem, therefore, that this could not be 
a proof of permanent personality. 

As Athanasius was the great asserter of the divinity of 
the Spirit, and of his being consubstantial with the Father, 
the reader will be desirous of seeing some of his arguments, 
and. the following are aspecimen of them. ‘ The Spirit,” 
he says, ‘* must be consubstantial with the Father and the 
Son, because, according to Paul, the Spirit of God searches 
all things, even the deep things of God.” 7  ‘* Their folly is 
to be wondered at, who, not admitting the Son of God to be 
a creature, in this thinking very justly, yet think the Spirit 
of the Son to be a creature.” ~—‘ This,” says he, “ is 
admitting a duality, not a trinity.”§ Basel also calls the 
Holy Spirit the Spirit of Christ. || 

The capital argument for the divinity of the Spirit is, 
that the same things are ascribed to him as to God. ‘This 
is urged by Epzphanius, who says, “* The Holy Spirit. is 
God, because he does the same things that the Son does. 
Thus Christ is sent by the Father, and the Spirit is alsa 
sent; Christ speaks in the saints, and the Spirit also speaks 
in them; Christ baptizes, and the Spirit baptizes,” &c. 4] 

One standing argument against the divinity of the Spirit, 
and a proof of his being a mere servant of the Father, and 
even οἵ the Son, is his being said to be sent by them. But 
to this argument Ambrose says, “* The Son is sometimes 
said to be sent by the Spirit, as, ‘ The Spirit of the Lord is 
upon me, because he has sent me to preach the gospel to 
the poor,’”’ &c. ** 

In John iv. 24, it is said, ““ God is a spirit ;”’ but Ambrose 
read it, the Spirit is God; and he says, that this text so 


* «Non enim sicut Filius hominem assumpsit, ut sic in eternum permaneat, 
sic Spiritus Sanctus columbam vel ignem: sed factz sunt illze visiones de creatura 
inferiore, ad manifestandum Spiritum Sanctum que esse postea destiterunt.” 
Quest. Ixv. Opera, 1V. p. 679. (P.) 

+ Λειπεῖαι λοιπὸν Cusecioy ὁμολογεισῦαι ὑπο ce τὸ ayy vera warp καὶ vin’ Davia 
yap τὰ τϑ δ ὡς kas τῶ Party emcalas τὸ τῦνευμα τὸ ὧγιόν. Disp. con. Ar., Opera, I. 

. 144. (P.) 
a 1 Telov yap και Savpactiev ay τις τὴν avery, ὅτι Tov ὗὅιον τὸ Θεοῦ μη ελον7)ες εἰναι 
κτίσμα, καὶ κώλως ye Tele φρονενῆες, Was τὸ πυνευμώ Te view κτισμα κἀν ἄκεσαι ἠνεσχονῖα, 
Epist. ad Separion, Opera, |. pp. 174, 106. (Ρ.) 

§ Ἢ yap ov τριᾶς esv adda δυας. Ibid. p. 175. ¢P.) 

|| Πνευμα καὶ Χριςον τὸν avioy ewas. Hom. xxvii. Opera, I. p. 528. (P.) 

§ Her. \xxiv. Opera, |. p. 523. (P.) 

** « Ita et Filium Dei Spiritus misit. Dicit enim Filius Dei, Spiritus Domini 
super me, propter quod unxit me praedicare captivis remissionem, et cecis yisum.”’ 
De Spiritu Sancto, L, iii, Opera, 1V. p. 254. (P.) 
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clearly proves the divinity of the Spirit, that the drans 
erase it out of their books.* I do not find, however, that 
any other writer mentions this circumstance. To advance 
the dignity of the Spirit, Job, the monk, says, “ That the 
Holy Scriptures call the whole Trinity by his name, in say- 
ing, God is a spirit.” ἢ 

The arguments for the processzon of the Spirit, either from 
the Father or the Son, or from both, lie in a small compass ; 
for the whole depends upon his being said to be sené by either, 
or by both of them. Besides this, Ausiin says, that ‘ our 
Saviour’s imparting the Holy Spirit by breathing on his 
apostles, is a proof that the Spirit proceeds from him as well 
as from the Father.” $ 

It is remarkable, that the doctrine of the divinity of the 
Spirit was attacked with even more vigour than that of the 
divinity of Christ; the reason of which was, that, besides 
the Unitarians, the Arzans joined in this attack ; and being 
very numerous at the time of that controversy, and having 
sometimes the favour of the emperors, they spoke and wrote 
with great freedom. | 

We know less of the history of Macedonius, who was at 
the head of the opposition to the doctrine of the divinity of 
the Spirit, than that of Arzus, or almost any other leader of 
asect. He is said not to have denied the personality of the 
Spirit; for Sozomen says, that ‘ he held the Spirit to be a 
person, but like one of the angels, subservient to the Father 
and the Son, whom he allowed to be consubstantial with 
each other.”§ The same is asserted by Necephorus.|| It 
appears from Athanasius, that they who held this opinion 
were also called Tropict. | That Macedonius, and his pro- 
per followers, did not deny the divinity of Christ, is evident 


* «Quem locum ita expresse Ariani testificamini esse de Spiritu, ut eam de 
vestris codicibus auferatis; atque utinam de vestris, et non etiam de eeclesize codi- 
cibus tolleretis.—Et fortasse hoc etiam in oriente fecistis, Et literas quidem 
potuistis abolere; sed fidem non potuistis auferre.” De Spiritu Sancto, L. iii. 
C, xi. Opera, IV. p..271. (P.) 

+ Καὶ τὸ αξιωμα δὲ re τνευμῶτος ἡ teow exaspecu γρωφήη, ὅλην τὴν τριαδα τῇ Tov 
mvevpalos εξονομαζει φωνῃ, ὡς το πνευμώ 6 Θεος. Phot. Bib. Sect. οοχχί!. p. 628. (P.) 

1 “ Neque enim iflatus ille corporeus, cum sensu corporaliter tangendi procedens 
ex corpore, substantia Spiritus Sancti fuit, sed demonstratio per congruam signifi- 
cationem, non tantum ἃ Patre, sed et ἃ Filio procedere Spiritum Sanctum.” De 
Trinitate, L. iv. C. xx. III. p. 313. (P.) 

§ To δὲ ὥγιον wvevpa, ἄμοιρον των αὑτῶν wpecberwy απεφαινεῖο, διώκονον καὶ ὑπηρεΐην 
καλῶν, καὶ ὅσα περι τῶν δ ειων αγελων λεγὼν τις. L. ἵν, C. xxvii. p.. 178. (Po) 

|| Διάκονον yao auto εἰναι καὶ ὕπϑογον εἰσήγειτο, XO βραχν τι τῶν αγἴελικων διαφερον 
ταγματων. ἴ,. ix. C. xvii. I. p. 800. (P.) 

4 Ὃι δὲ Τροπικοι, τὸ πνευμα καὶ autor, τοῖς κτίσμασι συναριθμεσιν, Epist, ad Sera- 
pion, Opera, [. p. 192. (Ρ.) 
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from what Chrysostom says, with some degree of pleasantry. 
“The Arians suffering shipwreck, lost both the glory of 
Christ, and the power of the Holy Spirit: the Macedonians, 
striving to escape, lost half their lading.” * 

The great weight of the opposition to the doctrine of the 
divinity of the Holy Spirit was in Asza Manor, where it was 
encountered by Basr/, and the two Gregories ; but it was so 
violent that it amounted to a kind of persecution. Nothing 
gives so much alarm to the people, as a change in the public 
offices in religion; and Based seems to have given occasion 
to the violent outery against him by singing glory to the Holy 
Spirit as well as to the Father and the Son. He speaks of 
his being persecuted on this account, in his treatise on the 
Holy Spirit.+ He speaks of the doctrine about the Holy 
Spirit as what interested all people.t He represents it as a 
subject of universal discussion, even by women and eunuchs, 
by whom he was beset, assuming the character of judges, 
and not of learners.”§ In another place, he complains of 
persons ““ teasing him with questions about the Holy Spirit, 
not with any view to information, but that if his answers 
should not please them, they might have a handle to make 
war against him.” || 

He speaks of the zeal of his opponents in the strongest 
terms. ‘ They would sooner,” he says, “* cut out their 
tongues than say Glory to the Holy Spirit. This is the cause 
of the most violent and irreconcileable war with us. They 
say that glory is to be given to God in the Holy Spirit, not 
to the Holy Spirit; and they obstinately adhere to this 
language concerning the Spirit, as expressing a low opinion 
of him.” YJ ““ When I was lately praying before the people, 
and sometimes concluding with the doxology to the Father, 
with the Son and Holy Spirit, and sometimes through the 
Son in the Holy Spirit, some who were present said, that 
I used phrases which were not only new, but contradic- 


* “Or Apsiaves vavaynravles, ἀπώλεσαν χαὶ Xoicov δοξαν καὶ aye τπονευμαῖος δυναμιν" 
Maxsdonavor dpdovexers μὲν avabyvas, τὸ be ἥμισυ τὸ poole απωλεσαν. De Spiritu 
Sancto, Opera, VI. p. 220. (P.) 

+ C. xxvi. Opera, 11. p. 861. (P.) 

1 Tlaca yup axon wv τὔρος τὴν ἀκροώσιν. Tov Aoyov τῶν wept Te Aye πνευματος 
ἀνηρεῖδις-αι. Hom. xxvii. Opera, |. p. 522. (P.) 

§ Ἐπειδὴ δὲ περιες-ηκαῖε ἥμας, δικαται μαλλον ἡ μαΐϑηῖαι, yas δοκιμάσαι βολομενοι, 
οὐκ auto τι Aabesy ἐπιζηενῖες. Ibid. pp. 523, 526. (P.) 

{| Αλλ᾽ ὅπως ἐᾶν μὴ συμξαινεσας τῇ ἕαυτων επιϑυμιᾳ Tag απόκρισεις evpwot, ταυΐην 
ἀφορμὴν δικαίαν exew δοξωσι Te morgue. De Spiritu Sancto, Opera, Il. p. 292. (P.) 

4 Adda τας γλωσσας av ampoule μαλλον ἡ τὴν φωνὴν ταυΐην δεξαινῖο᾽ τε. μὲν ovy εςτιν, 
ὅ τον ακηρυχῖον ἡμιν καὶ ἀσπονδὸν πολεμον emeyerces’ ἐν τῷ πιγευμαῖι, φησι, τῳ ὧγιῳ τὴν 
δοξολογιαν ἀποδοΐεον τῳ Θεῳ, ex: δὲ nar τῷ τνευμαῖι, Kas εκ ϑυμο]αῖα τῆς φωνῆς ταυῆης 
ὡς ταπειγής, Ta πγευμιαῖος περιεχονῖαι. Abid. Il. C. xxv. p. 847. (P.) 
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tory.”* He says that ‘‘ he was accused of novelty, and 
as an inventor of new phrases, and that they spared no kind 
of reproach, because he made the Son equal to the Father, 
and did not separate the Holy Spirit from the Son;t on 
which account,” he says, ‘‘ he applied to himself our Saviour’s 
saying, Blessed are ye when men reproach you,’ &c.~ And 
speaking of his own resolution, he says, ‘* We must obey 
God rather than man.’’§ These circumstances clearly shew 
that the great mass of the people exceedingly disliked the 
doctrine for which Basz/ contended. The same state of things 
appears also from the writings of Gregory Nazzanzen, who 
says, ‘ The heretics say, ‘ Who ever worshipped the Spirit, 
either of the ancients or moderns ?’” || 

If what Jerome and others say, 4 be true, that ‘ Donatus 
agreed with the Arians, with respect to the Holy Spirit,” it 
will be an argument of some weight in favour of the novelty of 
the orthodox opinion; for the Donatists were not distinguished 
from other Christians, with respect to the divinity of Christ. 

One kind of argument used by the Macedonzans, seems 
to have gravelled the orthodox exceedingly; as it affected 
the distinction between the Son and Spirit, which it has 
been seen they could never clearly make out; 1 shall recite 
the objection, as it is stated by Athanasius, Basil, and 
Didymus of Alexandria ; and it is of a nature to relieve the 
dryness of these discussions. 

‘‘ If the Spirit is not a creature, nor yet one of the angels, 
but proceeds from the Father, is he not also a son; so that 
he and the logos are brothers ; and if he be a brother, how is 
the logos the only-begotten Son; and why are they not 
equal? But the Son is said to be begotten after the Father, 


* Πιροσευχομενῷ μοι τρωὴν pera τὸ Ane, Kas ὠμφοήερως τὴν δοξολογίαν amomAnpevi: τῷ 
Ory καὶ πτῶτρι, VV μὲν METH τῷ Via συν τῷ τπνευμιαῖι τῳ ἁγιῳ, vy δὲ Oia τ UB εν γι 
πνευμαῖι, ἐπεσκήηψαν τινες των τσωρονΐων, ξενίζεσωαις μας φώναις κεχρησίαι λεγονἼες, neu 
diya προς αλληλαᾶς ὑπενανἼιως execass. De Spiritu Sancto, Opera, 11. p. 2905. (P.) 

+ Ὅτι pera wartpos amomAngepey τῷ μονόγενει τὴν δοξολογιῶν, Kas TO cryloy τσνευμόι μὴ 
διΐσωμεν amo Te vier ὅδ εν vEewlepoTrores ἧμας καὶ καινοίομδς και epevpelas ῥημαΐων, καὶ τι 
yup ex τῶν emoverdicwy amoxadeow. Ibid. C. vi. pp. 301, 804. 

1 Ὧν τοσεῖον ἀπέχω Suoxepaivery ταῖς λοιδορίαις, Soe εἰ μὴ λυπὴν ἥμιν ενεπόιει καὶ 
ἀδιαλειπῖον οδυνην ἡ vat’ αὐτὲς ζημια, μικρδ ay εἰπὸν καὶ Yap avtos τῆς βλασφημιας 
εχειν, ὡς μακαρισμε wpobevors’ μακώριοι yap Ere, φησιν, ὅταν ονειδισωσιν vues (τοι διωξωσι 
και εἰπωσι Way Wovnooy ῥήμα kad ὕμων ψευδομιενοι) ἕνεκεν ene. Em: τεῆοις τὸ πολεμικὸν 
τοῖο “ad ἥμων συγκεκινηίαι ςιφος" wacas Oe πόλεις, καὶ KOOL καὶ ἐσχαλιαι, στασαι 
πλήρεις των ἥμε]ερων διαξολων. (Ὁ. xxvi. Opera, II. p. $61. (.) 

§ Προς ἐς δικαιον τὴν τῶν ἀπος-ολὼν φωνὴν ἀποκρινάσσαι, ὅτι πειδαρχειν Θεῳ der μαλλον 
ya νῦρωποις. Ibid. p. 818. (P.) 

|] ἄλλα τις wporexuvyce τῷ τπνευμῶῆιγ φησι" τις NY τῶν Wahaiwy, ἡ τῶν vEwY; Or. 
Xxxvii. Opera, p. 599. (P.) 

4] « Extant ejus multa, ad suam heresim pertinentia, et de Spiritu Sancto 
hber, Ariano dogmati congruens.” Cutalogus Seriptorum, Opera, 1. p. 311. (Ps) 
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and the Spirit is after the Son. If he be from the Father, 
why is he not said to be begotten, so that he is a Son, and 
not simply a Holy Spirit? But if the Spirit is from the 
Son, is not the Father the grandfather of the Holy Spirit ?” * 

“The Holy Spirit, if he be God,” as the objection is 
stated by Basil, “ must either be begotten or unbegotten. 
If he be unbegotten, he is the Father ; if begotten, the Son ; 
and if he is neither begotten nor unbegotten, he is a crea- 
ture.’ t “ΠῚ the Holy Spirit is not created,” as the objec- 
tion is stated by Didymus, “ he is either the brother of God 
the Father, and the uncle of Jesus Christ, or else he is the 
son of Christ, and the grandson of God the Father; or he 
himself is the son of God, and then Jesus Christ will not 
be the only-begotten Son. These,” he says, ‘* were usual 
topics of argument.” ¢ As no satisfactory answers could 
ever be given by the orthodox to these questions, which are 
calculated to set their doctrine in a very ridiculous point 
of light, it is no wonder that so long a space of time, 
aided by the authority of councils and emperors, was neces- 
sary to establish it. 

One argument to prove that the-Holy Spirit is a creature, 
was drawn from John i. 3, where it is said, that every thing 
was made by the logos, and without him nothing was made. 
But to this Ephiphanius answers, that the true reading was 
without him nothing was made that was made by ham. § Βαϊ 
this, besides suggesting no meaning at all, appears to have 
no authority besides his own. 

In this controversy great stress was laid on the force of 
some Greek particles ; as appears from Basv/: ** As it is said, 
1 Cor. viii. 6, there is one God, the Father, of whom (εξ δυ) 
are all things; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom (δι᾽ δυ) 

* Es μὴ κτισμα ect, μηδὲ των αγἴελων big esi, αλλ᾽ εκ τῷ πατρὸς εἐκπορευεῖαι, ΒΚΒν 
Sing est καὶ αὐῇος" καὶ δυο αδελφοι εἰσιν αυῖος τε και ὃ λογος" καὶ εἰ αδελῴος Est, Was 
μονογενὴς & λόγος, ἡ τὼς οὐκ ἰσοι, αλλ᾽ ὁ μην, μετώ τὸν τπταΐερα yeyevyylas, τὸ be, μετα τὸν 
ὕὅτον ονομαζεῖαι" πως δὲ εἰ εκ τὰ πτατρος ες τιν, OV λεγεῖαι και αὖῇο γεγεννησῆαι" ἡ ὅτι ὕιος ἐςτιν 
αλλ amhws πνευμα ayy εἰ Se Tov ὕιου ες’ πνευμώ, exay Wanmwos esi 6 πατὴρ του 
πνευματοςς. Epist. ad Serapion, Opera, I. p. 189. (P.) 

+ Αγεννηῖον exiv ἡ γεννηον" εἰ μὲν yap ἀγεννηῖον, παϊηρ᾽ εἰ de γεννηἶον, vies? εἰ Be μη- 
Belepoy τεῆων, κτισμα. Hom. xxvii., Opera, I. p. 524. (P.) 

1 “‘Idcirco illud quod solent tractare pretereo, sacrilega adversus nos audacia 
proclamantes. Si Spiritus Sanctus creatus non est, aut frater est Dei Patris, aut 
patruus est unigeniti Jesu Christi: aut Filius Christi est, aut nepos est Dei Patris: 
aut ipse Filius Dei est, et jam non erit unigenitus Jesus Christus, ctim alterum 
fratrem habeat.” De Spiritu , ad in Jerome’s Works, VI. p. 234. (P.) 

§ Νομιίζεσι δὲ πιαραγινωσκονῖες, καὶ μη voavies διαςελλειν τὴν ἀναγνωσιν τινες ἐν τῷ 
εἰπεῖν wayra δι’ αυτϑ εγενεῖο, καὶ χωρις av/# ἐγενεῖο adey’ ἕως ὧδε αποὔιδενῖες τὸ ῥηῖον, 
ὑπόνοιαν βλασφημίας εἰς TO Wea TO ὧγιον λαξονῖες, σφαλλονῖαι περι THY ἀναγνωσὶν καὶ 
Te απὸ τῷ σφαλμαῖος τῆς ανωγνωσεως σκαζεσιν εἰς βλασφημιαᾶν τρεπομιενοι" ἡ δὲ αναγνωσις 


ἕτως exe wavla δι’ avre eyevelo και χωρις αὐτῇ evyevelo adev, 0 γέγονεν Ey αὐτῳ" τϑτεςὶ ὅτι 
εἰ τι γέγονε, δι᾽ aves eyevero. Ancoratus, Sect. Ixxv. Opera, Il. p. 80, (P.) 
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are all things; and one Holy Spirit, in whom (εν ἐδ) are all 
things; they (that is, the heterodox) say, that the δι᾽ ov and 
ev ᾧ are proofs of a different nature; and therefore, that the 
Son was ἀνόμοιος (unlike) to the Father.” * 

Considering the violence with which this controversy was 
conducted, it shews great moderation in Gregory Nazianzen, 
to express himself so favourably concerning the Macedonans: 
for he says, ** We admire their lives, but do not approve their 
faith.” + It is evident that Based thought proper to yield, in 
some measure, to the times and the circumstances in which 
he found himself. That he might not exclude too great a 
number from communion, he advised that, without entering 
into nice distinctions, all those should be admitted who did 
not say that the Holy Spirit was a creature. { 


CHAPTER X. | 


Of the Doctrine of the Trinity after the Council of Nice. 


Arter the Council of Nice, we find a very different kind 
of orthodoxy from that which prevailed before. It was a 
maxim with the Antenicene writers, that the Son was infe- 
rior to the Father. They even expressed themselves, as has 
been seen, in the strongest manner upon this subject, and 
were solicitous so to do in order to remove the odium under 
which it is evident that the new doctrine of the dzvinety of 
Christ then lay. But as the Christian world, and especially 
both the philosophical and the governing part of it, began 
to relish this doctrine, (being one of which they were less 
ashamed, than of being the disciples of a mere man,) the 
Platonic doctrine of Christ being the logos of the Father was 
pursued to its just extent; and, accordingly, the Son was 
then pronounced to be of the same substance with the Father, 
and therefore equal to him in all respects. 

At this, though nothing more than the natural conse- 
quence of the doctrine of Christ being the Jogos of the 


* “Eig Θεὸς καὶ wartnp εξ ὃ ta σαντα, καὶ Erg κυριος Inoes Χριςος, δι᾿ ὁ τὰ σαντα, nat 
ἐγ WVEUUH γιον, εν ᾧ τᾷ παντα. Ανοόμοιον de τῷ εξ bv τὸ δι᾿ Ov, ἄνομίοιος ἐρῶ Kou τῷ 
πατρι ὃ ὕιος. De Spiritu Sancto, Opera, I. 0. 9204. (P.) 

+ Ὧν tov βιον ϑαυμαζονῖες, οὐκ ἐπαινθμεν waytn τὸν λόγον. Or. xliv. Opera, p. 
710. (P.) 

1 Eve: ὃν wodda ςομαῆα ηνοικῖωι Kata τῷ τονευμαῖος Te ὧγιθ, καὶ πόλλαι γλωσσῶι 
ἡκονηνἼαι εἰς τὴν wala αὐτὸ βλασφημιαν, ἀξιθμεν ὕμας, οσὸν ESLY ep ἡμλιν, εἰς ολιγὸν 
αρίθμον πεεριςησαι Tes βλασφημξντας, και τς μὴ λεγοντᾶς “TICE τὸ τνευμῶ τὸ ὧγιον 
δεχεσῖσαι εἰς κοινωνίαν. Ep, cciii. Opera, Il. p. 228. ([.) 
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Father, many revolted ; and this circumstance, among others, 
contributed, no doubt, to the schism of the Arians; who, 
firmly retaining the former doctrine of the inferiority of the 
Son to the Father, and yet seeing the impossibility of holding 
this with that of his being the proper dogos of the Father, 
maintained that he was a created logos, or simply a super- 
angelic spirit, created (as was then the opinion) out of nothing, 
but still the maker of the world under God, as had been 
asserted of the former logos. 

The alarm given by the new doctrine of the perfect equality 
of the Son to the Father was the greater, as, in the Sabellian 
controversy, it had been incautiously asserted, not only that 
Christ was inferior to the Father, but even of a different 
substance trom him; for, as the learned Unztarians had talked 
of the divinity in the Father and that in the Son being the 
very same, their opponents had maintained, that it was quite 
different ; and this language had been uniformly held till the 
rise of the Arian controversy ; so that those bishops who 
deposed Paul of Samosata, and those who were assembled 
at Vice, held, in fact, quite opposite doctrines; the one 
saying, that the Son was not consubstantial with the Father, 
and the other that he was so. But at those different times 
they had different objects, and attended less to the propriety 
of their language than to contradict their opponents. 

Notwithstanding the prevalence of the new doctrine, we 
perceive several remains of the old, viz. that of the Father 
being the sole fountain of Deity, which necessarily implied 
some kind of inferiority in the Son, both at the time of the 
Council of Nice and afterwards. Indeed, that great prin- 
ciple (which strongly militates against the doctrine of the 
equality of the Son) was never properly given up at any 
period; and in words it is, I believe, in general, main- 
tained by those who are called orthodox in the present age. 
* There is one God,” says Athanasius, ““ because there is 
one Father.” * Basz/ also says, ‘* There are not two Gods, 
because not two Fathers.’+ And Cyril of Alexandria 
acknowledges, that ** when the Scriptures speak of one God, 
that name is to be applied to the lather only, with whom 
the Word was.” t+ But Pope Damasus, in the fourth century, 


* Ἕις @eos ὅτι καὶ walnp is. Contra Sabell. Opera, 1. pp. 655, 656. (P.) 

Tt Ov δυὸ Oca, ουδὲ yap ὃνο warepes. Hom. xxvii. Opera, 1. p. 521. ¢P.) 

T “ Quare quam unum Deum predicare scripturam inveniamus, Patri solum- 
modo id nomen vere attribuimus, apud quem erat Verbum.” Jn Johan. C, iii. 
Opera, l..p. 608. ¢P.) 
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anathematized those who said that the Father, exclusive of 
the Son and Spirit, was the one God. * 


SECTION I. 
The Doctrine of the perfect Equality of all the Persons in the 


renity. 


To shew how far the sentiments and language of the 
orthodox fathers changed after the Council of Nice, I shall 
produce passages from the most celebrated of them, in which 
they express their opinion with respect to the perfect equality 
of the Son to the Father, or that of all the three persons to 
each other. | 

Whereas it had been the universal language, from which 
no person thought himself at liberty to depart, to say that the 
Father was the one true God, it was now the custom to say, 
that the Trinzly was the one God. This is the constant 
language of Austin. Speaking of the immensity of the 
divine nature, he says, ‘‘ So is the Father, so is the Son, so 
is the Holy Spirit, so is the Trinity, one God.” + Accord- 
ingly, in explaining the saying of our Saviour, [ Matt. xix. 17, | 
«ς There is none good but one, that is God,” he says, “ It 
js not said, that there is none good but the Father, but there 
is none good but God. By the term Father is meant the 
Father, but by the term God is meant the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit; for the Trinity is the one God.”¢ “ The 
Trinity is the one only God, good, great, eternal, omnipo- 
tent, who is to himself unity, deity, magnitude, goodness, 
omnipotence.” § Leo the Great says, ‘“ The whole ‘Trinity. 
together is one God.” || This doctrine is also asserted in 
the large creed ascribed, but very unjustly, to Gregory 
Thaumaturgus. J 

Also, whereas the Son had formerly been said to be infe- 


* Ho wadw ὑπεξελομενος τὸν tioy καὶ τὸ πνευμα TO ἅγιον ὡς μονὸν ὑπονοησῶι Toy walEepa 
Θεὸν mae ἡ μὴ Wiseverdas Eva Θεὸν, avateua eso. Theodoreti, Hist. L. v. C. ii. 
pe Zhi. CW.) 

+ “lta Pater, ita Filius, ita Spiritus Sanctus, ita Trinitas unus Deus.” Epist. 
Ivii. Opera, 11. p. 274. (P.) 

1 “ Non ait nemo bonus nisi solus Pater, sed nemo bonus nisi solus Deus, in 
Patris enim nomine, ipse per se Pater, pronunciatur, in Dei vero et ipse, et Filius, 
et Spiritus Sanctus, quia Trinitas unus Deus.” De Trinitate, L. ν. C. viii. Opera, 
Llp: 900: (P5 

§ “ Et hee Trinitas unus Deus, Deus solus, bonus, magnus, zternus, omnipotens ; 
ipse sibi unitas, deitas, magnitudo, bonitas, omnipotentia.” - Zbid. L. v. Sect. v. C. 
xi. Opera, III. p. 322. (P.) 

|| “ Tota simul Trinitas est unus Deus.” Ser. Ixxy. Opera, p. 160. (P.) 

q Opera, p. 19. (P.) 
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rior to the Father in his highest or divine nature, as having 
been derived from bim, the language now was, that, with 
respect to his divine nature, he was perfectly equal to the 
Father, and inferior only with respect to his human nature ; 
and this is the language that continues to be held to this 
day. ‘The Father,” says a writer whose work has been 
ascribed to Athanasius, “ is said in the Scriptures to be 
greater than the Son ; but it is neither in magnitude, in time, 
nor in nature; but as the father of a son made man; and on 
account of his being made man, he is less than the angels.” * 
« Whatever mean things,” says Athanasius himself, ‘ are 
said of Christ, they respect that state of poverty which he 
assumed, that we might be made rich, and must not give 
occasion to blaspheme the Son of God.” + ‘The Father,” 
says Ambrose, “ gave the revelation to Christ as a man.” 
He adds, that ‘“ the Son likewise gave it to himself, viz. 
his divinity to his humanity.” + ‘“ The Father,” says Theo- 
phylact, “ is the God of Christ, according to his humanity, 
and his Father according to his divinity.” § 

This new doctrine furnished the orthodox with a short 
and easy answer to every objection that could be made to 
the divinity of Christ, from his being represented as a mere 
man in the Scriptures. ‘‘ All the low phrases,” says Theo- 
doret, “‘ we apply to Christ as a man, and the lofty ones as 
God; and this demonstration of the truth is very convenient 
tous.” || This language is frequent with Chrysostom. But 
the convenience which these writers so much boast of was 
unknown to their ancestors in orthodoxy, who always sup- 
posed, as truth and common sense require, that whenever 
Christ is spoken of, his whole nature, and not a part of it 
only, was intended. On this principle Jreneus argued with 
the Gnosties. 

When the doctrine of Christ being the creator of the 
world was first advanced, he was represented as having 


* Μειζων 6 walnp τῷ ὕιου γεγράπται, ουτε Se ογκῷ, οὔτε χρόνῳ, GUTE φυσει, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς 
walnp tov ἐνανδρωπησανῖος" δια δὲ τὴν ἐνανδρωπησιν καὶ τῶν aylehwy ἡλατ]ωσδϑαι αντὸν 
λέγει 6 ἀποςολος. De Trinitate, Dial. ii. Opera, Il. p. 188. (P.) 

+ Ὅσα ovy evicrn ῥήματα ὑπο τοῦ κυρι8 eipylas, TH Draxerg αυτϑ διαφερει, iva ἥμεις ev 
autos πλοτήσωμεν, εχ ἵνα ἡμεις ev αυτοις βλασφημήσωμεν κατὰ τῷ tia Te Θεὸν. De 
Humana Natura, Opera, |. p. 8509. (P.) 

{ “‘ Apocalypsis, revelatio vel manifestatio interpretatur. Quod revelationis 

donum et Pater Filio dedit, secundum quod homo erat, et Filius sibimet ipse, divi- 
Γ΄ nitas scilicet homini quem assumpsit.” Ja Apoe. C, i, Opera, V. p. 365. CP.) 

δ Θεὸς μὲν yap te Χριςου, κατὰ τὸ ανδρωπινον" waryp be κατα τὴν δεόοτητα, In 
Rom. C, xv. Overa, ll. p. 144. (Ρ.) 

|] Nuv yap τοὺς μὲν ταπεινοὺς τῶν λογων ὡς ανδρωπῷ προσαπίομεν, τοὺς δὲ ὕψηλους Kas 
ϑεοπρέπεις ὡς Θεῳ, καὶ εὐπρεπής ἄγαν ἡμιν esi ἡ τῆς αληδειας ἀπόδειξις, Epist, xxi. 
Opera, Ill. p. 916. (P.) 
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created all things by the order of the Father. But now this 
was not thought to be sufficient. Jdaczus, writing against 
Varimadus, the Arian, does not admit that the Son made the 
world by the Father’s order, but says, that he did it ““ by his 
own power and will, and that he governs them by his provi- 
dence ;” proving this from Jsazah, ‘“ Thus saith the Lord, 1 
have made the earth by my word, and created man upon it.” *. 

Also, whereas it had been said that the Son was. the 
servant of the Father, and ministered to him, it was now 
observed that this service was reciprocal. ‘ The Father,” 
says Cyril of Alexandria,. “ ministers to the Son, as the 
Psalmist says, Sit thou at my right hand, till 1 make thine 
enemies thy footstool.” + 

On this idea of the perfect equality of the Son to the 
Father, Chrysostom observes, that ‘‘ sometimes the name of 
Christ is placed before that of the Father.’ | 

It had been thought to be peculiar to the Father to be 
anvisible ; but Cereals says, ‘* ‘The Son is invisible, because 
none can know him but the Father.” ὃ 

The principles of the later and more rigid doctrine of the 
Trinity are most clearly expressed in what is called the 
Athanasian Creed, whoever was the author of it. We are 
there told, ‘‘ There is one hypostasis of the Father, another 
of the Son, and another of the Holy Spirit; but there is 
one deity of the Father, Son, and- Spirit, their glory equal, 
their majesty co-eternal. Such as the Father is, such is the 
Son, and such the Holy Spirit.”|| The importance of 
holding this absurd faith was deemed to be so great, that the 
same creed, having pronounced this to be the Catholic farth, 
denounces, that “‘ if any person does not hold it wholly and 

* «Si tibi dixerint: Quia Filius jussione Patris fecit, quee facta sunt. Resp. 
Non ut ipse adstruis Filium jussione Patris fecisse, quee facta sunt, sed suc imperio 
et voluntate universa creavit, que creanda fore providentia sua perspexit, Esaia 
propheta dicente: Hac dicit Dominus: Ego feci sermone meo terram, et hominem 
super eam, ego solidavi celum manu, ego omnibus sideribus maudavi, ut luceant 
in celo.” Bib. Pat. V. p. 380. (P.) 

+ “ Pater vero ministrat Filio, ut canit Psalmista: Sede ἃ dextris meis, donec 
age inimicos tuos scabellum pedum tuorum, Si ergo Pater, quamvis ministret 

ilio, minor tamen ipso propterea non est: nec Filius quia Patri subjicitur, minor 
Patre putandus est.” Thesaurus, C. viii. Opera, 11. p. 3804. (P.) 

1 Es yap xaladeecepos 6 ὕιος δια τὸ μετα πατερα KeioTas, ἐπειδὴ ἐνταυδω ano τῷ 
Χριςου ἀρξαμενος 6 ὡποςόλος ἐπὶ τὸν WAarepa εἐρχετᾶι, τι ay εἰποιεν. In Gal. i, Opera, 
X. p. 964. (P.) 

§ “Οἷα invisibilis est Filius sic docetur: Nemo novit Filium nisi Pater, neque 
Patrem quis novit nisi Filius.” Bib. Pat. V. p. 451. (P.) 

|| Αλλη yap εςιν Te waTpes ὑποςασις, αλλὴ TS Wie, καὶ αλλη TB Aye πνευματος" 
ara Warpos καὶ viov καὶ γιου πανευμάτος fia Est Teolgs, soy δοξα, συνδιαιωνιζουσα 
ἡ μεγαλειοης" διος 6 wralnp, Tosovlog καὶ ὁ ὕιος, τοιουτὸν καὶ τὸ WYEYKA TO ἁγιον.--- Αὐτὴ 


EW ἡ χαδολικὴ Wiss, ἦν εἰ μὴ τις πιςὼς TE nas βεξαιως aisevoen, σωδήναι ov δυνησεῖαι. 
Athanasii, Opera, II. p. 89, (}.) 
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undefiled, he must, without doubt, perish everlastingly.” * 
The style of this Athanasian Creed occurs in Austin on the 
Trinity, where he says, that ‘* each of the three persons is 
God, yet there are not three Gods. Each of them is great 
and good, and yet there are not three that are great or good, 
but only one.” ¢ 

I shall now proceed with my extracts from the orthodox 
fathers, in which their agreement with the principles of this 
creed, and their disagreement with those of the Antenzcene 
fathers, will be still more apparent. ‘ The Trinity,” says 
Austin, “is of one and the same nature and substance, not 
less in each than in all, nor greater in all than in each; as 
great in the Father only,-or in the Son only, as in the Father 
and the Son together; and as great in the Holy Spirit alone, 
as in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Nor did the Father 
demean himself that he might generate a Son out of himself ; 
but he so generated another self out of himself, that he 
remained wholly in himself, and was in the Son as much as 


when he was alone.” ¢ 3 


“ΤΠ Son,” says Basil, “ is all that the Father is.” ὃ 
** There is,” says Gregory Nyssen, “a whole Father in a 
whole Son, and a whole Son in a whole Father.” || This 
writer expresses his idea of the importance of this myste- 
rious doctrine in the following manner: ‘‘ If the confession 
of the Holy Trinity be useless, all the institutions of the 
church are absurd; baptism, confession of sin, obedience 
to the commands, good morals, temperance, justice, mode- 
ration, fortitude.” 4] 


© Ἣν εἰ μὴ τις ὑγιη και ἀμωμὸν τηρήσειεν, ττασῆης αμφιξολιας EKTO6, εἰς τὸν Aiwva 
απολειῖαι. Athanasii, Opera, ll. p. 382. (P.) 

+ “ Ut quicquid de singulis ad seipsos dicit, non pluraliter in summa sed singu- 
lariter accipiatur. Quemadmodum enim Pater Deus est, et Filius Deus est, et 
Spiritus Sanctus Deus est, quod secundum substantiam dici nemo dubitat, non 
tamen tres Deos, sed unum Deum dicimus eandem ipsam prestantissimam Trini- 
tatem: ita magnus Pater, maguus Filius, magnus Spiritus Sanctus, non tameu tres 
magni, sed uuus magnus. Non enim de Patre solo, sicut illi perversi sentiunt, sed 
de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto scriptum est, Tu es Deus solus magnus; et bonus 
Pater, bonus Filius, bonus Spiritus Sanctus, nec tres boni, sed unus est bonus, 
de quo dictum est: Nemo bonus nisi solus Deus.” L. vy. C. viii. Opera, LLL. p. 
320. (P.) 

t “ Hee Trinitas una est ejusdemque nature atque substantia, non minor in 
singulis, quam in omnibus: vec major in omnibus, quam in singulis, sed tanta in 
solo Patre vel in solo Filio, quanta in Patre simul et Filio; et tanta in solo Spiritu 
Sancto, quanta simul in Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto. Neque enim Pater ut 
haberet Filium de seipso, minuit seipsum, sed ita genuit de se alterum se, ut totus 
maneret in se, et esset in Filio tantus quantus et solus.” Zpist. Ixvi., Opera, LL. 
p- 319. (P.) 

§ Marra wy ὅσα esi warnp. De Fide, Opera, I. p. 430. (P.) 

| Es Be ὅλος ὁ πατὴρ ἐν ὅλῳ τῳ dim, καὶ ὅλος ὁ ὕιος ev ὅλῳ τῷ warps. Opera, IT. 
Ρ. 901. (PY 

G Es yap aypnsos μὲν ἡ τῶν σεμνῶν TE καὶ τιμιὼν τῆς ἁγιας τριαδὸς ονομαῖων ὁμιολογιαι, 
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3 


“ Whoever,” says Gregory Nazanzen, “ maintains any of 
the three persons to be inferior to the other, overturns the 
whole Trinity.”* Jerome says, that “since Christ is the 
power of God, and the wisdom of God, he has all the Father’s 
perfections.” + Chrysostom gives the preference to the Father 
only in name. ‘ I name the Father first,” says he, ““ not on 
account of his rank, but because he is the Father of the only- 
begotten ;” and at the same time, he says, that “ there is 
nothing improper in naming the Son before the Father.” + 
‘* There is no difference,” says Theodoret, ““ between the 
Father and the Son, but in generating and being generated, 
in emitting and proceeding.”§ ‘“ If any one,” says Pope 
Damasus, “‘ does not say that the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
have one godhead, power, dominion, glory, and authority, 
one kingdom, one will, and one truth, let him be ana-_ 
thema.” || 

“The Son,” says Ambrose, ““ knows the will of the 
Father, and the Father that of the Son; and the Son hears. 
the Father always, and the Father the Son, by an union of 
nature, will, and substance.” 4] ‘The Father,” says 27. 
Caleca, “15. a whole God, the Son a whole God, and the 
Spirit a whole God.” ** According to this language, it would 
certainly have been most natural to say, that there were three 
Gods; and this, indeed, is sometimes tacitly acknowledged ; 
but the Scriptures having expressly asserted the contrary, 
these writers could not do it in words. ‘‘ To say that there 
are more Gods than one,” says Hilary, “ is irreligious.” +f 


avoynla de τὰ Eng EKKANTIAG εν δὲ τοις εὔεσι τοῖοις EY ἡ σῴφραγις, ἡ τρυσευχη, TO βαπῆϊσμα, 
ἡ των ἑμαρηων εξαγορευσις, ἢ wep τὰς Eviohag τποροϑυμια, ἡ wept τὸ ἡἶος καϊορϑωσις, τὸ 
Kara σωφροσυνήν Prev, To woos τὸ δικαιον βλεπειν, τὸ μη ταις ἐπισυμιωις εἶδιζεσίωι, pyle 
ἡδονης ytlactas, μηῖε apelns ἀπολειπεσῦαι. Contra Eunomium, Or. x. Opera, 11. p. 
277. (P-) 

* Και ὅ, τι ay τῶν τριων καϊωωμεν, To way καϑαιρειν νομίζομεν. Or, xx. Opera, p. 
338. (P.) 

+ © Cim enim Christus Dei virtus sit, deique sapientia, omnes in se virtutes 
continet Patris.” In Esatiam, L. xii. Opera, 1V. p. 140. (P.) . 

1 Acyo warepa wpwloy, ov ty rakes wpwloy, ahha τῇ evverg, ἐπειδὴ γενγηΐωρ τοῦ μονο- 
reves, emeidy ἡ pila te ὧγιβ nage. Apa εἰ τις εἸολμησεν εἰπεῖν ev exxrnoin, 6 Χριςος 
Spas εὐλογήσει, καὶ ὃ walyg avila, ex ὡς alaxlos ενομιζεῖο, Ser.iv. Opera, VI. p. 34. (P.2 

§ A. Ovk esi avy διαφορα warps, καὶ vie, καὶ ὧγιβ πνευμαῖος; O. Ev τῇ φύσει ov" 
ἐν τῷ Sehgal ov" ev τῷ γεννᾷν καὶ YyerVarNal, καὶ ἐκπέμπειν Hob EXTOpEVETN aL, ναι. 
Dial. Adv. Anomzos, Opera, V. p. 275. (P.) 

|| Ex ri μη every Tov πτῶτρος, καὶ τοῦ Vie, καὶ TOV Gye πυευματῷ», pay Seolgla, εξϑσιαν, 
δυναςειῶν pray, δοξαν, κυριοηῖα μιαν, βασιλείαν μιαν, Sehyow, καὶ «ληδειῶν, AYO Na 
ese. Theodoreti, Hist. L. v. C. x. p. 21k (P.) 

4 “ Scit autem semper Filius voluntatem Patris, et Pater Filii, et audit Patrem 
Filius semper, et Pater Filium per unitatem nature, voluntatis atque substantiz.” 
Hex. L. ii. Opera, I. p. 92. (P.) 

ἈΚ Καὶ yap ὃ walnp Θεὸς ὅλος, καὶ ὃ vig Θεὸς ὅλος, καὶ τὸ τνευμα τὸ ὧγιον Θεὸς ὅλος. 
Combefis Auctuarium, II. p. 208, (P.) 

++ “ Quia et Deos αἰεὶ irreligiosum est.” L. x. p. 371, (P.) 
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SECTION If. 


Of the new Language introduced at and after the Council 
of Nice. 


New ideas always require new terms; and unfortunately, 
the nice distinctions which were now made with respect to the 
doctrine of the ‘Trinity, required more words than had ever 
been used by theologians before ; nor was there any thing in 
the Greek philosophy to correspond to the distinctions that 
were now to be expressed. Besides, the Latzn tongue was 
much less copious than the Greek; and this afforded a new 
source of embarrassment and contradiction among those who 
wished to say the same thing. 

To express the difference between the three persons, it 
was necessary to have one term which might be applied to 
them all, and another to each of them separately ; for though 
they were one in a certain respect, that is, as God, they must 
be called three in another, that is, as persons in the Godhead. 
The two terms that were candidates for this latter office in 
the Greek language were οὐσία and ὑπόστασις, essence and 
hypostasis; and though it was acknowledged, that in the 
Greek philosophy these words had been used without any 
difference, it was thought necessary to make a distinction 
between them now. Theodoret, after observing that, ** in 
the external philosophy there was no difference between 
essence and hypostasis, says, that with the fathers they 
differed as common and particular, or as genus and species, 
or individual.” * Socrates, however, says, that ‘‘ the word 
hypostasis was not used by the ancient philosophers, but 
that by the moderns it was always used for essence.” + 

Before the Arian controversy it had, as I have observed, 
been uniformly said by the orthodox, that the Father and the 
Son were different in their essence. Origen expressly says 
this, as well as that the Son was subject to the Father. 
Also Athanasius, in his fifth oration against the Arzans, main- 
tains that essence and hypostasis mean the same thing. The 


* Kala be γε τὴν tev walepwy διδασκαλίαν, ἦν exer διαφοραν τὸ κοινὸν ὑπερ τὸ sdiov, 
ἢ Τὸ γενος ὕπερ τὸ Eidos, ἡ τὸ ἀτόμὸν, ταυτὴν ἡ Boia προς τὴν ὑποςασιν ἔχει. Dial. i. 
Opera, 1V. p. 4. (P.) ; 

Ἴ Ἱςτεὸν μενῖοι ὅτι εἰ καὶ δι warain φιλόσοφοι τὴν λεξιν πιαρελιπὸν, αλλα ὅμως δι 
νεώτεροι τῶν φιλοσοφων συνεχὼως ἀντι τῆς BTIAS, τῇ λεξει τῆς ὑπογασεως απεχρησανῖο. 
Hist. L. iii. (ς vii. p. 180. (P.) , rs 

} Εἰ *s ἕτερος, ὡς ev ἀλλοις δεικνυΐαι, κατ᾿ ϑσιαν, καὶ ὑποκείμενος ESV ὃ ὑμὸς τοῦ 
wartpos. De Oratione, p. 48. (P.) 
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author of a treatise ascribed to him says, ““ Whoever asserts 
that there are three hypostases, that is, three substances, he, 
under the name of piety, asserts three natures ;” * and this 
according to the orthodox constituted the Polytheism of the 
Arians. ‘* Accordingly, it was agreed,” says Sozomen, “ in 
a council held at Alexandria, which Athanasius attended, 
that the word essence should be avoided, except in disputing 
with the Sabellians.” + It was also maintained in the Council 
of Sardica at which Athanasius was present, that ““ there is 
one essence of the Father, Son, and Spirit, which essence the 
heretics call hypostaszs.” + 

It was with respect to this difference about essence and 
hypostasis, that Gregory Nazianzen says, ‘“ It was ridiculous, 
though lamentable, that so small a difference in words should 
occasion a difference in faith;” and that ““ Athanasius, per- 
ceiving it was a difference in words only, having addressed 
both parties with gentleness and good nature, and after care- 
fully examining the meaning of the words, when he found 
that the two parties did not differ in sense, gave them liberty 
with respect to words, but held them strictly bound with 
respect to the things signified by them.” § 

The Zatens having no terms to express both essence and 
hypostasts, as is observed by Gregory Nazianzen, || used the 
word substance to express both; and, accordingly, they were 
much chagrined at the Greeks for making any difference 
between them. Jerome expresses his resentment on this 
subject, saying, that, ‘in the secular schools they had no 


* “ Quisquis autem tres ὑὕποςασεις dicit, id est, tres substantias, is, sub nomine 
pietatis, tres naturas conatur asserere.” Opera, Il. p.581. (P.) ; 

+ Ev τουτῳ δὲ πολλων πόλεων ἐπίσκοποι συνελθονῖες εἰς Αλεξανδριαν cua Αθανασιῳ 
καὶ Ευσεξίῳ, ta δεδογμένα ev Νικαιῳ Kpatuvaciy ὅὁμοεσιον τε τῷ ττατρι καὶ τῷ ὕιῳ τὸ 
ἅγιον πνευμα ὡμολογησαν καὶ Tprada ὠνομασαν᾽ ov pov TE σωμῶτι, ἀλλα καὶ ψυχῇ 
τέλειον χρήναι δοξαζειν avdpwmov, ὃν 6 Θεὸς λόγος ἀνελαδεν, εἰσηγησανῖο, nada καὶ τοις 
warat exnrnoiasixars φιλοσοῴφοις εδοκει" exer δὲ ἡ τερι τῆς δσιῶς καὶ ὕποςασεως ζητησις 
τὰς EKKANTIAG ETapATle, καὶ συχνῶι περι τϑῆων Epides καὶ διαλεξεις ἡσᾶν, εὐ Marka σοφως 
μοι δοκδσιν ὅρισαι, μὴ εξ ἀρχὴς evOus ἐπι Θεου Talos χρησϑαι τοις ὀνομᾶσι, πλὴν ἡνίκα τις 
τὴν Σαξελλιβ δοξαν ἐεκξαλλειν ἐπειρωῖο. L.v. C. xii. p. 198. (P.) 

1 Ἥμεις δὲ ταυΐην wapeanpape καὶ δεδιδαγμεθα, καὶ ταυΐην ἔχομεν τὴν καθολικὴν 
KOs αποςολικὴν ταραδοσιν καὶ τσιςιν καὶ ὁμολογιαν, μιαν EVOL ὑὕποςασιν ἦν avTo δι 
εζερετικοι ϑσιῶν τροσαγορευδσι, TOV πατρὸς και TOV Use καὶ aye πΟνευμαῖος. Theodoreti, 
Hist. L. ii. C. viii. p. 81. CP) 

§ “Ὡς Ava γελοιον ἡ ἔλεεινον aisews εδοξε διαῴφορω ἡ ππερι τὸν ἤχον μιχρολογιῶ---Ταυτ᾽ 
BY ὅρων καὶ ἀκϑὼν ὃ μακάριος εκεινίθ.»» πτροσκαλεσαμενίθ.»» αμφοτερα Ta μερὴ ὅτωσι πρᾷως 
καὶ φιλανδρωπως, καὶ τὸν vory των λεγομένων ακριξως εἐξετασας, ἐπειδὴ συμῴφρονδντας evpe, 
καὶ οὐδὲν διετωῖας κατα τὸν λογον, τῶ ὀνοματα συγχωρήσας, συνδει τοις πράγμασι. ΠΥ 
xxil. pp. 395, 806. (P.) 

|| Tas yap μιας ουσιας, κῶι τῶν τριων ὑποςασεων λεγομένων μὲν Uh ἥμων ευσεξως" τὸ 
μεν yao τὴν φυσιν δηλοι τὴς δεοηος, το δὲ τας των τριὼων sWiolnlas, νοϑμεένων δὲ καὶ τσαρῶ 
τοῖς ἴταλοις ὁμοίως, GAN ov δυναμενοις δια ς-ενοτητα τῆς παρ᾿ αυτοις γλωτΊης καὶ ονομαΐων, 
πενίαν, διελεῖν ἀπὸ τῆς ουσιας τὴν ὕποτασιν, καὶ δια τοῦτο αὐτεισωγϑσης τῶ πσροσωπα᾽ ἵνα 
μὴ τρεῖς ουσιᾶι τταραδειχύωσι. Or. xxi. Ρ.896. (P.) 
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difference; and who,” says he, “ will dare to say there are 
three substances? Let it suffice us to say there is one sub- 
stance, and three subsisting persons, perfectly equal and 
co-eternal. Let us say nothing of three hypostases, but keep 
to one.” * Austin also thought that no difference should be 
made between essence and hypostaszs, and said, that in Latin 
they said, indifferently, that there was one essence or sub- 
stance, and three persons. This is likewise asserted by Gre- 
gory Nazianzen, in the passage quoted above. 

Notwithstanding the dislike that was taken to the word 
essence, it was thought necessary to make use of it at the 
Council of Nice, in order to censure the Arians, who held 
that the Son-was created out of nothing; and if the term 
essence be the same with substance, and the logos be, as the 
orthodox said, ‘* God of God,” or one God made out of 
another, the term ὁμοθσι, consubstantial, was, no doubt, 
very proper to express their idea of his origin, as opposed to 
that of the Arians. An account of the objections that were 
made to the use of the term at that time, of the reasons for 
adopting it, and of the sense in which it was admitted, is 
thus given by the historian Socrates. He says, that ‘ the 
term consubstantial was objected to as implying the produc- 
tion of one thing from another, either according to dzviszon, 
or*fluxion, or prolation; prolation signifying the production 
of a branch from a root; fluxion, that of children from a 
father ; and division, the making two or three masses of gold 
from one ; and that the generation of the Son resembles none 
of these.” ¢ 

In defence of the term it was said, that ““ God is not to 
be considered as a material being, but as immaterial, intel- 
Jectual, and incorporeal, and therefore incapable of any bodily 
affections; and that the subject is to be considered in a 
divine and hidden manner.” § At length, it was interpreted 


* « Tota szecularum literarum schola nihil aliud hypostasin, nisi usiam, novit. 
Et quis, rogo, ore sacrilego tres substantias praedicabit ?—Sufficiat nobis dicere, 
unam substantiam, tres personas subsistentes, perfectas, aquales, co-eternas. 
Taceantur tres hypostases: si placet, et una teneatur.”  Epist. lvii. Opera, I. 
p-417. (P.) 

+ “ Non audiemus dicere unam essentiam, tres substantias, sed unam essentiam 
vel substantiam, tres autem personas.” De Trinitate, L. v. C. ix. Opera, III, 
p- 321. (P.) ; 

1 Ene: yap epacay ὁμοβσιον εἰναι, ὃ ἐκ τινὸς ESI, ἡ κατὰ μερισμον, ἢ κατα pero, ἡ 
κατὰ τπροξολην᾿ κατὰ τροδολὴν μεν, ὡς εκ ῥιζων βλαςημα" κατα Be ῥευσιν, ὡς δι πατρικοι 
wastes κατα μερισμὸν bese Bure χρυσιδὲες bvo ἡ Toes" κατ᾽ οὐδὲν Be Telwv eciv ὁ vi0, 
Hist. L. i. C. viii. p. 22. (P.) 

§ Μητε yap δυνασῦαι τὴν αὔλον Kas νοερᾶν, Kas acwualoy φυσιν, σωμαῆικον τι παθος 
ὑφιςασῆαι" δ ειοις ὃς καὶ ἀπορῥηοις ῥήματι, προσήκει τα τοιαυῦα νοεῖν. Ibid. p. 24. (Ps) 
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to mean “ from no other essence or hypostasis, than that of 
the Father only ; * so that the mode of production, about 
which they could not agree, was left undetermined. 

The reasoning of Chrysostom on this subject seems to be 
fair, and to justify the fathers of Nice; for he says, that 
“‘ every thing that is generated is always consubstantial with 
that which generates, not in man only, but in all living 
creatures, and in plants ;” + that is, every thing produces Its 
like; and the maxim must apply to the case of the Divine 
Being, as well as to every other; so that if the Son was 
really produced from the Father, from his own essence, and 
not created out of nothing, he*must necessarily be consub- 
stantial with the Father. 

Still, however, the term essence was not relished. The 
reason of this is more particularly given by Socrates, who 
says, that ‘‘ the word essence, though used with simplicity 
by the fathers, yet being unknown to the common people, 
and not being contained in the Scriptures, gave offence; so 
that it was thought proper to disuse it, and that no mention 
should be made of the essence of God for the future; but 
that it should rather be said, that the Son is like to the 
Father in all things.” + 

Notwithstanding the opposition made by the Latin 
Church, the language adopted by the Council of Nice con- 
tinued to be in use; though even so late as the time of 
Basil, the signification of these terms was not so well settled, 
but that many persons, he says, confounded essence with 
hypostasis. ὃ 

The term voi, nature, it seems, had been proposed by | 
some, but with respect to the doctrine of the Trinity, Gre- 
gory Nazianzen says, that he preferred the word essence. || 
And in time the term essence was established as the general 


* Καὶ μὴ εἰναι εξ ἕτερας τε ὑποςασεως καὶ βσιας, AN εκ Te watpos. Hist. L.i. C. 
vill. p. 25. (P.) 

+ Tero yap ey ταις ypacpass μόνον, αλλώ καὶ τῇ χοινῃ πάντων τῶν αν ρωπων δοξῃ, και 
τῇ τῶν τορωγμαῖων φυσει μαχομενον εςτιν᾿ ὅτι yap ὅμοθσιος ὁ γεννηῶεις τῷ γεννησῶνι, οὐχ ἐπ᾿ 
αν ρωπων μόνον, αλλα καὶ ἐπὶ ζωων ἕπανων, καὶ ἐπὶ δενδρων τεῖο sas τις ὧν. Hom, xxxib 
Opera, 1. p. 406. (P.) 

1 To δὲ ονομα τῆς ϑσιᾶς διω τὸ ἀπλεςερον ὑπο τῶν τατερῶν τεδεισίσαι, wyvoeevoy δὲ 
ὑπο των hawy, σχανδαλον φερειν, ia τὸ pyle τὰς γραφας Talo περιέχιεν, ἤρεσε τεῖο πτερι- 
φιρεθηναι vor wavlehws μηδεμιαν μνημὴν eoras ext Θεοῦ εἰναι Te dome, δια τὸ τὰς Teas 
γίαφας μηδαμδ περι WaT pos καὶ Hie δσιᾶς μεμνησϑαι" ὅμοιον De λέγομεν Tov ὗτον τῷ WaTpE 
κατὰ σαντα. Hist. L. ii. C. xxxvii. p. 187. (P.) : 

§ Ἐπειδὴ πολλοὶ τὸ χοινὸν τῆς corms, ἐπι των μυςικων doypalov μὴ διακρινονῖες amo Te 
τῶν ὑποςάσεων oye, ταις αὐῆαις συνεμπιπτουσιν ὑπονοιαις᾽ Καὶ orovlas διαφερειν μηδὲν Boray 
ἡ ὕποστασιν reyew. Epist. Opera, III. Ρ. 68. (P.) 

! “Hy ay τις contws aoray μαλλον ἡ puow καλοιη. Or. χ]ὶν. ἢ. 717. (PD 


AFTER THE COUNCIL OF NICE, 397 


name, applicable to each of the three persons, and hypostasis 
was applied to them severally ;* so that it was thought 
proper to say, that the Trinity consisted of three hypostases 
in one essence; and also the term wgorwmoyv, person, was 
used as synonymous to Aypostasis. t This term was pro- 
bably borrowed from the Latin persona, which was always 
used in the Latzn Church to denote the difference between 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; for they said that there 
were ὁ“ three persons in one Divine essence,” or God. This, 
however, was deviating a little from the original use of 
the term, which expressed a difference of character, such as 
the same person might appear in at different times, and 
therefore savoured a little of Sabellianism. 

Notwithstanding every thing seemed to be well settled 
about the meaning of these terms, yet as they were applied 
to a subject concerning which men could not pretend to 
have any ideas, they were no more than mere sounds; and 
those who pretended to see farther into the subject than 
others, still continued to differ, and even to refine about the 
use of the terms; and the most ancient signification was not 
wholly lost sight of. Thus Damascenus says, that ‘* the 
word hAypostasis has two significations, viz. one of mere exis- 
tence, in which it does not differ from sxbstance, and some- 
times that which subsists of itself, by which individuals of 
the same species are distinguished, as Peter and Paul ;” t 
that is, hypostasts nay in one sense be used for essence, to 
which, as I have observed, it was originally synonymous, 


SECTION III. 
Illustrations of the Doctrine of the Trinity. 


Havine settled this new doctrine of the Trinity, and 
ascertained the use of the terms in which it was thought 
proper to express it, 1 come to give a view of the principal 


* “ Substantiae (ucews) declaratio videtur sicut commune et universale quiddam 
esse, nomina vero subsistentiarum singularum (ὑπος σεις) sub illo universale praedi- 
cantur.” Cyril Alex. De Trinitate, L. i. Opera, 11. p. 362. (P.) 

+ To μὲν ἕν, τῇ eae γιγνωσκονῖες, καὶ τῳ ἀμεριςτῳ τῆς προσκυνήσεως" Ta δὲ τρια, ταῖς 
ὑποςασεσιν et’ ἐν προσώποις, ὁ τισι φιλον. Gr. Nazianzeni, Opera, Or. xxxii, p. 
520. (P. 

he Fe iat nomen duplicem significationem habet. Interdum enim sim- 
plicem existentiam significat. Quo siguificatu inter substantiam et hypostasim 
nihil interest. Unde etiam nonnulli sanctorum patrum, naturas, hoc est hypos- 
tases ipsas appellarunt. Interdum rursus eam, que per se est, ac seorsim subsistit, 
existentiam; qua significatione individuum id quod numero differt, significat, ut 
Petram, Paulum, ac certum aliquem equum.” Dialectica, C. xlii. Opera, p. 641. (P.) 
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tllustrations of it; for though it was spoken of as a greater 
mystery than ever, and we are cautioned not to expect to 
find any thing in nature to resemble it; yet every writer, 
who thought that he had hit upon any thing that would 
contribute to make the reception of it more easy, did not 
fail to enlarge upon his own conceit. Some writers have 
done this with a considerable degree of confidence ; and by 
this means we may clearly perceive what it was that, in their 
opinion, constituted the relation of the three persons to each 
other. But in all their schemes, the nature of the subject 
restricted them to a choice of two insuperable difficulties, 
each of them fatal to the doctrine of any proper Tranety in 
Unity; for either the Trinity or the Unity was necessarily 
abandoned. 

Photius very truly observes, that, ‘ to recite all the 
answers which the fathers have given to the question, why, 
when the Father, Son, and Spirit are each of them separately 
God, we should not say, that there are three Gods ? would 
make a book, instead of an epistle.”** I shall not there- 
fore attempt to give them all. 

The following explications are such as are favourable to 
the Unity of the Divine nature, but unfavourable to a 
Trinity. ‘‘Fire,” says a writer whose work has been ascribed 
to Athanasius, ‘is one, but has three hypostases : its burning 
power is one, and its shining power another; so that there 
are three hypostases in one fire, viz. the fire, its burning 
power, and its shining power ; and yet the nature of the fire 
is one, and not three. So also with respect.to God.” + This 
is only giving one being two properties, to which no Unz- 
tarian will object. 

Basil says, ‘‘ The greatest proof of the connexion between 
the Spirit and the Father and the Son, is, that it has the 
same relation to the Father that the spirit of a man has to 


the man.” + To this illustration also no Unitarian will have 


* Eowlas, πὼς ect λέγειν, Θεὸν τὸν ττωτερῶ, Θεὸν τὸν viov, Θεὸν τὸ wrevma, καὶ μή εἰς 
ἀναγκὴν περιϊς σαι, τρεῖς, AY ἕνος, θεοὺς ἀνομόλογειν. Ἐγω σοι σαφως καὶ συνίομως 
ερω. Tlapaderypala μεν yap πολλὰ και ποικίλα, τοις ὅϑειοις ἥμων Wartpaciy, εἰς τὸ διαλυσαι 
Thy ἀποριῶν ταυΐην ὑπ᾽ αὐης τῆς ἀληδειῶς, ὕπερ ἧς εσπεδαζον, αφθονως τε εχορηγηνη Kas 
εἰς δὲον διατετακται" ὧν εἰῆις επιμνησδηναι σελησειε, βιξλιον ὅλον ἀντ᾽ emisorys ἂν γράψειε. 
Epist. p. 914. (Ρ.) Ι 

1 ἴδου το wp ἕν Est, ἀλλὼς καὶ τρισυπος-α]ον᾽ ανῇο yap ἕν Ect To ὕποκειμενον Wp, τὸ δὲ 
καυςιχον GUTS ἕτερον WPOTwToY, καὶ τὸ φωτιςιίκον AUTS αλλον πσροσωπον" ἰδου λοιπὸν τρια 
«ροσωπὰ τ ἕνος τσυρος, NYBY τὸ ὕποκειμενον WLP, χαι τὸ καυςικον, καὶ τὸ φωτιςικον, μιὰ 
δὲ φυσις τῷ τουρος Kas ov TES ὁμοίως καὶ ἐπὶ τῇ Θεου. CQuestiones alice, Opera, II. 
Ρ. 440. (P.) ν 

1 To δὲ μεγιςον τεκμήριον τῆς τῦρος τὸν πτώτερὰ καὶ voy Te πνευμαῖος συναφειας, ὅτι 
ὅτως ἔχειν Aeyelas προς Tov Θεὸν, εἷς wpos Exacoy exer τὸ wvevua τὸ ἐν ἧμιν. De Spiritu 
Sancto, C. xvi, Opera, 11, p. 329. (P.) 
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any objection; and still less to that of Marius Victorinus, 
who, in his hymn concerning the Trinity, says, “ When 
thou restest, thou art the Father; when thou proceedest, the 
Son; as uniting all into one, thou art the Holy Spirit.” * 
After this we cannot wonder that the Arians, as the author 
of a work ascribed to Athanasius complains, should charge 
the Trinztarians with Sabellianism, because they made God 
and the Son to be one. ¢ 

In the famous controversy with Rabbi Nachmanides, before 
the king of Arragon, in 1263, the Christian disputant made 
a Trinity of the wisdom, the will, and the intellect of God ; 
and the king illustrated it by the properties of taste, colour, 
and smell in wine. But the Jew answered, that, upon this 
principle, he could prove God to be five-fold, because God 
had life, wisdom, will, power, and strength. ¢ 

On the other hand, the great mass of comparisons that 
were made between the Trinity and things in nature, shews 
that, in the opinion of the writers, the three persons, though 
nomiually one God, were, in fact, considered as three parts of 
one whole, though some of them will be found to express 
three wholes, and to be only one by their possession of some 
common property. Indeed, the subject did not admit of 
any thing better. 

The most conspicuous of the emblems of the Trinity is 
that of the sun. ‘* Know,” says the writer quoted above, 
whose work has been ascribed to Athanasius, ‘ from this, 
that as the sun has three persons, so the one God has three 
persons: for the sun’s disk is the type of the Father, the 
beam is the type of the Son, and the light is the type of the 
Holy Spirit. Say, therefore, thus: In the sun there is a 
disk, a beam, and light; but we do not say there are three 
suns, but only one. So likewise in God the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, are not three Gods, but one God.” § But it 


* « Tu cum quiescis Pater es, cum procedis, Filius, 
In unum qui cuncta nectis, tu es Spiritus Sanctus," 
Bib, Pat. V. p. 860. ¢P) 

+ Su Σαξελλιος ει. ΑΘ. Εἰπε, δια τι εἰμι SabeAAvos; AP. Εἰπον᾽ ἐπειδὴ evmac, ὃ walyp 
καὶ 6 ὕιος ἕν ἐςιν. Disp. contra Arium, Opera, 1. p. 116. (Ρ.) 

Τ “ Postea consurrexit Frater Raymundus, de Trinitate verba faciens, aitque 
Judzis: Agnoscite tandem Trinitatem. Deus enim sapientia, voluntate ac intel- 
lectu constat. Ceterum, rex in hanc rem proponebat similitudinem, quam 
corrupti et corruptores magistri illum docuerant. Vino, inquiebat, tria hee 
insunt: Sapor, color, et odor, atque tria ista res eadem sunt.” FR. Nachman. pp. 
58,59. (P.) 

§ Kas ex τουῆου γιγνωσκε, ὅτι ὥσπερ ὁ ἥλιος ess τριπροσωπος, ἕτως, nas ἑις Θεὸς τρισυ- 
mosaloc τυπὸς yap τ warpos ect ὃ δισκος ὁ ἥλιακος, τυπος τῷ Wie εςτιν ἡ ακΊις, τυπὸς του 
γιθ πνευμαῖος ext τὸ φως Te his" καὶ εἰπε ὅτως, ἐπι Te ἥλιθ, δισκος, ακῆις, και φως" ov 
λέγομεν δὲ τρεῖς ἥλιες, ἀλλα ἕνα καὶ povoy’ ὁμοιως καὶ ἐπὶ Θεὸν, πατὴρ, ὑιθς, καὶ ὧγιον 
τυγεύμα ἑις Θεὸς, καὶ ov τρεῖς. Opera, I].p.437. (P) 
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is obvious to remark, that neither the beam of light, nor the 
light itself, can be called a sun, as the Son and Holy Spirit 
are called God. Equally defective is Baszl’s comparison of 
the three persons in the Trinity to the rainbow and its colours, 
“The substance of which,” he says, “is one, but their 
distinction manifest, though they run into one another.” * 

The pretended Dionysius Areopagita, with great ingenuity, 
compares the union and distznciness of the three persons in 
the Trinity to the perfect union and perfect distinctness of 
the light of a number of lamps in a room, none of which can 
be distinguished from that of the others; and yet that they 
are really distinct, appears by removing one of them, when 
it takes its own light only along with it, and leaves that 
which belonged to the-rest. T 

To pass from the swn to veszon, I shall here observe, that 
Austin says, “ We have an emblem of the Trinity in the thing 
that is seen, the impression that it makes upon the eye, and 
the sense of vision.” + But this is still more offensive than 
the preceding. 

The greatest number of illustrations of the Trinity, by the 
ancients, is drawn from the consideration of the mznd of man 
and its properties; and they were led to look for these illus- 
trations here, rather than in other parts of nature; because 
man, being made after the image of God, they took it for 
granted that he must resemble the Trinity. 

Gregory Nyssen says, that “‘ God made such a creature as 
man, because he intended to publish the mystery of the 
Holy Trinity, that, being difficult to be understood, man 
might have in himself an image, likeness, and pattern of the 


Holy Trinity.”§ Even the Platonists had gone before the 


* Ὥσπερ yap εκεινὸ ἕν μὲν ESL KATH THY δσιῶν τῷ HEDIS, σολλα ὃε ἐν αυτῳ χρωματαὰ 
φαινονῆαι, καὶ cpavepws τας διωαφορας τουΐων διωγιγνωσκομεν" ov δυναῖον be Ty αισϑησει 
καταλαδειν τὴν Siasacw te ἕτερθ προς τὸ ἕτερον. M. Caleca in Combefis, II. p. 
243, (P.) : 

+ Καὶ γεν ὅρωμιεν ev οἴκῳ τολλων ενονίων λωμπἼηρων, προς Ev τι φως ἕνϑμενα τὰ Wavlwy 
pola, καὶ vray αἰγλην αδιωκρῆον avarhapmovia, και οὐκ ay τις», ὡς οιμῶι, δυναιζο τεδὲ τῷ 
λαμπῆηρθ» τὸ φως απὸ τῶν AAAwY, EX TB wavla TH pola περιεχονῖος «ερος διακρινάι, και 
dew ἄνευ Salepe ϑαῆερον, ὅλων ev ὅλοις ἀμίγως συγχεκραμιεγων" ἀλλα καὶ ἕνα εἰ τις τῶν 
σύυρσων ὑπεξωγῶγοι τὰ dapale συνεξελευσεῖαι καὶ τὸ οἰκειον ὦπων φως, δδὲν τι τῶν Elepwy 
πῤυῖον ev ἑαυΐῳ συνεπισπωμενον, 4 Te Earle τοις ἕεροις καϊαλειπον. De Divinis Nomi- 
nibus, C. ii. p. 170. (P.) i nil 

t “ Itaque potissimum testimonio utamur oculorum. Is enim sensus corporis 
maxime excellit, et est visioni mentis pro sui generis diversitate vicinior. Cum 
igitur aliquod corpus videmus, hec tria, quod facillimum est, consideranda sunt et 
dignoscenda. Primo ipsa res quam videmus, sive lapidem, sive aliquam flammam, 
sive quid aliud quod videri oculis potest, quod utique jam esse poterat, et antequam 
videretur. Deinde visio que non erat, priusquam rem illam objectam sensui sen- 
tiremus. Tertio quod in ea re que videtur, quamdiu, videtur sensum detinet 
oculorum, id est, animi intentio.” De T'rinitate, L. xi. C.ii. ΠῚ, p. 570. (PD 

δ Aia yap ravlqv καὶ μονὴν τὴν asliay, Toreloy ζωὸν ὃ Θεὸς καϊεσκενασεν, ἐπειδὴ ἐμελλεν 
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Orthodox in supposing that there was something in the 
constitution of the mind of man, corresponding to the three 
great principles in nature. This is strongly expressed by 
Plotinus.* 

Of such illustrations as these, the writings of Austin 
particularly contain a great variety; but he was preceded 
in them by his master Ambrose, and also by another writer, 
whose work has been ascribed to Athanasius; who says, 
*« Man, viz. the soul of man, is the image of God; but the 
soul of man, being one, has three hypostases, and three 
persons. How? Hear. The soul is one person, but the 
soul generates dogos, that is, reason, and now the reason is 
another person. The soul emits the breath,” (or spirit,) 
“and behold the spirit is another person. Behold, then, 
three persons, the soud, reason, and spirit.” + On this very 
curious illustration, no particular remarks will be expected. 

Ambrose makes the intellect, the wil/, and the memory, 
emblems of the Trinity; and says, “" The intellect is the 
soul, the will is the soul, and the memory is the soul; and 
yet there are not three souls in one body, but one soul, 
having three dignities or attributes.” He says farther, 
“ As the Son is generated out of the Father, and the Spirit 
proceeds from the Father and the Son, so the will is gene- 
rated out of the intellect, as is easily understood by those 
who have knowledge.” ἢ 

But Austin has discovered the most ingenuity in his illus- 
trations of the Trinity, drawn from the consideration of the 
faculties of the mind. He says, that ““ memory, intellect, and 
love, are an image of the Trinity.”§ But he acknowledges 


ἐν κοσμῳ κηρυχϑηναι τὸ τῆς ἅγιας τριαδὸς μυςριον, ὡς δυσερμηνευῖον τε καὶ ἀκαϊαληπτον" 
ἵνα ἐχῃ ev ἕαυτῳ ὃ κατ᾽ εἰκονῶ καὶ ὅμοιωσιν Θεοῦ, τὴν εἰκονῶ Ka ὅμοιωσιν καὶ τὸς TURES και 
τα τιαραδειγμαῖα τῆς ὧγιας τριαδος. In Gen. i. xxvi. Opera, |. p. 8605. (P-) 

“Ὥσπερ de ev τῇ φυσει τριτῖα ect τὰ εἰρημενῶ, GUTH χρὴ νομίζειν καὶ Wap ἡμιν ταυῖα 
εἰναι" Aeyo δὲ ex εν τοῖς αἰσϑητοις. En. v. Li. C. x. p. 491. (ΡῈ 

+ Ibe λοιπὸν, 6 ανῷρωπος εἰκὼν ess τῷ Θεου, nyev ἡ ψυχὴ τ8 av owns’ ες! δὲ ἡ ψυχὴ τ 
ανρωπϑ μια μὲν, τρισυπος-αἶος Be τρια πρόσωπα EXE ἡ ψυχη" καὶ Wes, ακβσον᾽ ec 4 
ψυχη ἕν πρροσωπον" ἡ de ψυχὴ γεννᾷ τὸν λογον, καὶ se 6 Avyog αλλο τροσωπον᾽ ἡ ψυχὴ 
ἐκπόρευει καὶ τὴν πνοὴν, καὶ sda ἡ Won αλλο τποροσωπον" ia προσωπὰ τριῶν, ψυχὴν λογος, 
καὶ avon. Opera, 11. p. 480. (P.) 

1 “ Ita et anima intellectus, anima voluntas, anima memoria: non tamen tres 
anime in uno corpore, sed una anima tres habens dignitates. Nam sicut ex Patre 
generatur Filius, et ex Patre Filioque procedit Spiritus Sanctus: ita ex intellectu 
generatur voluntas, et ex his item ambobus procedit memoria, sicut facile ἃ sapiente 
quolibet intelligi potest.” De Dignitate, &c., Opera, |. p. 106. (P.) 

§ “ Ego per omnia tria illa memini, ego intelligo, ego diligo, qui nec memoria 
sum, nec intelligentia, nec dilectio, sed hac habeo. Ista ergo dici possunt ab una 
persona, que habet hiec tria, non ipsa est hee tria. In illius vero summe simpli- 
citate. nature que Deus est, quamvis ulus sit Deus, tres tamen persone sunt, 
Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus. Aliud est itaque Trinitas res ipsa, aliud imago 
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that this is not a perfect resemblance, as all images are 
imperfect. He compares ‘‘ the joint operation of the Father, 
Son, and Spirit, to the joint exertion of the intellect, memory, 
and will of man, each of them being employed in the acts of 
each.” So he says, ‘“ The whole Trinity operates in the 
voice from the Father, the flesh of the Son, and the dove of 
the Holy Spirit, though they are separately referred to each 
of them.” * Healso compares “ the Trinity to the mend, its 
knowledge, and its love.” + Again, he says, “ To be, to know, 
and ἐο will, are properties that mutually involve each other ; 
and yet belong to one soul;”’ and this he gives as an illus- 
tration of the Trinity. t 

Manuel Caleca says it would be more proper to deno- 
minate the three persons from the nature of the soul, mand, 
reason, and dove, than from the body, by the names of Father, 
Son, and Spirit.” § 

Gregory Nazanzen thought that ‘ the δον, its zntedlect, 
and its desere, were an emblem of the Trinity, as not being 
divided from each other.” || He also compares the Trinity 
to the νους, intellect, aoyG, reason, and wvevpe, spirit, of 
man; but acknowledges that it is imperfect.” 4 

According to Methodius, quoted by Gregory Nyssen, 
“The soul, the mend, and the spzrzt of a man, are emblems 
of the Trinity: the soul, which is unbegotten, representing 
the Father; the mind, or logos, which is generated, the 
Son ; and the spirit, or breath, which proceedeth, the Holy 


Trinitatis in re alia, propter quam imaginem simul et illud in quo sunt hec tria, 
imago dicitur: sicut imago dicitur simul et tabula et quod in ea pictum est; sed 
propter picturam que in ea est, simul et tabula nomine imaginis appellatur.” De 
Trinitate, L. xv. C. xxii. Opera, 111. p. 469. (P.) 

* « Et quemadmodum cum memoriam meam et intellectum et voluntatem 
nomino, singula quidem nomina ad res singulas referunt, sed tamen ab omnibus 
tribus singulis facta sunt: nullum enim horum trium nominum est, quod non et 
memoria et intellectus et voluntas mea simul operata sint: [ta Trinitas simul 
operata est et vocem Patris, et carnem Filii, et columbam Spiritis Sancti, cum 


ad singulas personas, hec singula referant.” Ibid. L. iv. C. xx. Opera, lil. p. 
314. (P.) 


+ Ibid. L. ix. C. iii. p. 860. (P.) 

1 “ Dico autem hec tria, esse, nosse, velle.” Confess. L. xiii. C. xi. Opera, I. 
p. 219. (P.) 

δ Ὥςε amo τῆς ψυχης τὴν esnova λαμξανονῖες, οικειοήερως τοροσερεμεν τὸν Dewy vav, καὶ 
λογον, και ayamny, ἡ amo τ TwuaTOs πτατερα, καὶ ὗιον, καὶ WEA, αὐτὸν ονομωζονες. 
De Principiis, in Combefis, II. p. 289. (P.) 

|| “Ourm μοι vor nas τὸν ὕιον τῷ τσώτρος μὴ KoplodevTa τωποτε, Kas Tele δὲ Wadi τὸ 
WEYL TO ὦγιον, ὅμοιως EY τῷ νῷ τὴν ἐνϑυμησιν᾽ ὡς yap οὐκ εςτι μεταξὺ νου καὶ EVIUMAT CWS 
καὶ ψυχῆς διωιρεσιν emivonSyvar tive Kas τομήν, δυτως ade Ta dye πνευμῶτος καὶ τὸ 
σωτηρος και TE τσᾶτρος, εν μέσῳ τομὴν ἡ διαίρεσιν ἐπινοηδηναι wore. Or. Χ]ν. p. 719. (P.) 

4 Avro: δὲ pray καὶ τὴν αὐὔην edevas φυσιν Μ᾽ εοη]ος, ὠνωρχῳ», Καὶ γεννήσει, “ot w poady 
γνωριζομενην᾽ ὡς νῳ τῷ EV ἥμιν, καὶ λογῷ καὶ WELL, ὅσον εἰκῶσαι τοῖς ATA ATOLG τῶ νοηΐα, 
καὶ τοῖς μικροῖς Ta μιεγιςα,. Or. xiii, p. 911. (P.) 
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Spirit; and there is this farther analogy, that the logos is 
two-fold, internal and external, which corresponds to the 
two-fold nature of Christ.”* ‘ The soul,” says this writer 
again, ‘* has three powers, the rational, trascible, and con- 
cupiscible faculties, another emblem of the Trinity.” + 

In all the preceding comparisons, the three persons are, 
in fact, parts of one whole; and yet this idea is reprobated by 
Austin, who says, ‘‘ There is another heresy which asserts 
that God is three-fold, that the Father is one part, the Son 
another, and the Spirit a third, that all these parts of God 
make a Trinity, so that none of them are perfect of them- 
selves.” ἢ | 

According to another set of comparisons, the three persons 
of the Trinity agree in nothing but in having one common 
property, and in that sense, three men might make a trinity ; 
but then their wnzty is entirely abandoned. Athanasius, and 
many others after the Council of Nice, became absolute 
Tritheists on this principle ; believing that the Father, Son, 
and Spirit, are no otherwise one, than as having one common 
nature. Athanasius, considering this question, ‘* Since the 
Father is called God, the Son God, and the Holy Spirit 
God, how is it that there are not three Gods?” answers, 
- That where there is a common nature, the name of the 
dignity is likewise common.”§ He illustrates this by God’s 
calling the whole human race, by the name of man, in the 
singular number, and by Moses speaking of the horse and 


* Adda ye δὴ ems αὐτὸ τὸ Kaipiwlaloy To κατ᾽ εἰκονα χαὶ ual? ὁμοιωσιν ελῦωμεν, ὅπως 
κατα τας ὑποσχέσεις δειξωμεν τὸ μοναδικὸν τῆς Ev τριαδι Μεο]ηΐος᾽ wos de ess τουῖο; 
εὐδηλον ὅτι ἡ ἡμετερα παλιν ψυχη, καὶ ὃ ταυΐης νοερος λογὸς καὶ ὃ vec, ὅν]ινα ὁ ἀποςολος 
πνευμα τρροσηγόρευσεν, ὅτε διακελευεῖαι dyes ἧμας εἰναι TH ψυχῇ, καὶ τῳ σωμαῖι καὶ τῳ 
πνευμαΐ.. ἈΑγεννηΐος μὲν yap παλιν exw ἡ ψυχὴ και ayasliog, εἰς τυπὸν ὠγεννη]8 καὶ TH 
ayvaile Θεου και ττατρος᾽ ex ἀγεννηῖος be ὃ νοερος aving λογος, αλλ᾽ εξ αὐης γεννωμινος 
ἀρῥηΐως, και aopalws καὶ ἀνερμηνευΐως, kas απαδως. 

To δὲ τιαραδοξοΐερον των wapadokwy των exeivo esiv, ὅτι ψυχὴν μὲν «πλὴν τινὰ εχόμεν, 
ὅμοιως καὶ vey μοναδικὸν Kas ασυνδ εἶον" Aoyov δὲ διπλεν exovles, τὸν αὐον τὴν γεννησιν nas 
ἕνα καὶ ἀμεριςὸν φυλατἼομιενον. In Gen. i. 26, Opera, l. pp. 851, 850. (.) 

+ Ὅϑεν καὶ τριμερὴ wadsy aulyy τὴν ἡμεῖεραν ψυχὴν καθ᾽ ἕτερον τινα τρόπον δι ebw σοφοι 
tives ὡρισανῖο, ἐπιϑυμηικον αὐην φασκονῖες exew καὶ λογιςίικον καὶ υμικον, ὅπως δια μὲν 
Te ἐπισυμήϊικθ woos τὴν Te Θεοῦ ἀγαπὴν συναπΊηϊαι" δια be Te λογιςικθ τὴν Wap αὐτῷ 
γνωσιν καὶ copiay εισδεχηαι" δια δὲ τ Sune προς τὰ πυνευμαῖα τῆς πονηριας ἀντιατῆηῖαι, 
καὶ ey Telos παλιν avross τοῖς τρισι τὸ κατ᾽ εἰκονῶ Θεοῦ diaypapera. In Gen. i. 26, 
Opera, I. p. 850. (P.) 

t “ Est alia, que triformem sic asserit Deum, ut queedam pars ejus sit Pater, 
quedam Filius, quedam Spiritus Sanctus: hoe est quod Dei unius partes sint, 
que istam faciunt Trinitatem, velut ex his tribus partibus compleatur Deus, nec 
sit perfectus in seipso, vel Pater, vel Filius, vel Spiritus Sanctus.” Catalogus Her. 
Opera, VI. p. 29. (P.) 

§ Καὶ πως φησι buvalas λεγεσῦαι ὁ walyng Θεὸς, και ὁ ὕιος Θεὸς, καὶ τὸ πγευμα τὸ 
ὧγιον Θεὸς, καὶ ov τρεις εἰσι Oecs; ὅτε Kova τὰ τῆς φυσεως, KOIVOY καὶ ὀγόμα τῆς akiws. 
De Communi Essentia, Opera, |. p. 213. (PD 
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the horseman being drowned in the Red Sea; when, in fact, 
great numbers of each sort were intended. “ If this,” says 
he, ‘“‘ be the case with respect to men, who differ so much 
as they do from each other, so that all men may be called 
one man, much more may we call the Trinity one God; 
when their dignity is undivided, they have one kingdom, 
one power, will, and energy, which distinguishes the Trinity 
from created things.” * 

In the dialogue against the Macedonians, written after 
the age of Athanasius, the orthodox speaker is represented 
as saying, ‘‘ As Paul, Peter, and Timothy, are of one nature 
and three hypostases, so I say the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit are three hypostases, and one nature.” + 

In the following illustration of this comparison, it will 
clearly appear, that all idea of a proper wnety in the Tri- 
nity was abandoned; since the three persons were only 
considered as having the common property of dzvenaty, just 
as three men have the common property of humanity. 
‘* Peter, Paul, and Timothy, are three, but not three men,” 
says Theodoret, ““ because they must then have been discor- 
dant to each other, as Jew, Gentile, and Christian; but if 
they say the same thing, and there be no division among 
them, they are three hypostases, but one in the Lord; be- 
cause they have one heart and one soul. They are three 
in number, but on no account of a diversity of nature, or 
heart.” ἢ 

When the Trinity was compared to Peter, James, and 
John, and it was observed that they were distinct men, 
Gregory Nyssen replies, “* First, that though this be the case 
with men, it is not so with God.” He afterwards says, that 
‘« the term is improper, and that it is an abuse of language 
in this case to say three men, for that it is the same thing 
as saying there are three human natures.” § He also says, 


* Ara τὸ χοινὸν τῆς φυσεως Warn ἡ οἰκδμενὴ ἕις ἀνθρωπίθ» exdydy’ ore δὲ ἀμεριςτος ἡ 
abia, pia Pacireia, μια δυναμις καὶ Pern καὶ evepyeia, ιδιωζϑσα τὴν Toada amo τῆς 
χτίσεως, ἕνα λέγω Θεὸν. De Comm. Essen. Opera, |. p. 214. (P.) 

T Ὥσπερ Tava@y, καὶ Πετρος, καὶ Τιμον εἴ», φυσεως μιᾶς εἰσι καὶ τρεις ὕποςασεις, 
ὅυτως σάτερα, καὶ LOY, καὶ ὦγιον Wena, τρεις πος ἀσεις λέγω, καὶ μμῶν φυσιν. Opera, 
Il. p. 269. (P.) 

1 Ουκ ets ev εἰσι τρεις Terp@y, καὶ Tlava@y, καὶ Tipobe@e; O. Τρεις μεν εἰσι αλλ᾽ 
ov τρεῖς ανὥρωποι. A. Πως; Ο. Ὅτι τρεις εἰσιν aySowror ὅτων avopoiay ἔχωσιν τὴν 
nagdiay, ὡς Ἕλλην, καὶ 1ϑδαιίδ», καὶ Χριςιωνίθ.»" ὅταν be τὸ αὐτὸ λεγώσιν καὶ μὴ ἐστιν EY 
AVTOLS σχισμῶτα, τρεις μὲν εἰσιν ὑποστάσεις, ἕις δὲ εν κυριῳ, μιᾶν ψυχὴν EXOVIES καὶ μιῶν 
καρδιαν" καὶ τρεῖς μὲν εἰσιν ADIT UD, GAN’ Bx, ἕτεροζηι φυσεως, ἡ καρδιᾶς. Ad. Anomeos, 
Opera, V.p. 275. (P.) 

§ Τιδηποτε τοινυν ev τῇ καθ᾽ ἧμας συνεδειῳ καθ᾽ Eva τοὺς ev Ty φυσει TH ἀντῃ δεικνυ- 
μένους ἀπαριθμησαντες πληδδυνηκως ονομαζομιεν, τόσους Agyovles τοὺς ανϑρωπους, Kos οὐχι 
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that ‘ though the men are three, the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
are not, because all their actions are joint, and none of them 
does any thing separately.” * ‘ With respect to men,” he 
says, ‘* there is no danger of being led into any mistake, as 
if more human natures were intended ; but the language of 
scripture is more exact with respect to God, lest more divine 
natures should be understood, and therefore we are told, that 
there is but one God.” + 

This writer expresses himself more concisely, and to the 
purpose, when he says, ‘‘ they are not ¢hree, because there is 
one divinity.”+ And also Basil, when he says, “" To those 
who accuse us of making three Gods, we answer, that we 
acknowledge one God, not in number, but in nature.”§ It 
is very extraordinary, that men should express themselves in 
this manner, and yet imagine that they were not Tritheists. 
This writer also says, ‘“* A king and his image do not make 
two kings.” || But then the image of a king is not a king, 
though he would maintain that Christ, the image of God, 
was himself God. 

Cyril of Jerusalem varies this comparison, when he says, 
“The Father resembles a king, who has ἃ son, who is a 
king also, and who gives his orders to be executed by his 
son : 4 but here unhappily there are two kings, and not 
one. 

Austin, who by no means keeps to one explanation of a 
thing, on one occasion extricates himself from the great 
difficulty of making three Gods, in a very curious manner. 
He says, that “ in saying the Holy Spirit is God, or the Son 


Eva τοὺς Waytas, ems be τῆς Deas φυσεως ἐκδαλλει τὸ τληδος τῶν Jew ὃ τῷ δογματος 
Noyes, και ἀριθμων τας ὑποςασεις, καὶ τὴν τυληδυνκην σημασίαν ov wpordeyouevosc.— 
ᾧαμεν tony πτρωῖον kalayonow τινα συνηδειας εἰναι τὸ τας διηρήμενες τῇ φυσει κατ᾽ αυῇο 
τὸ τῆς φυσεως ονομα TAySuvlinws ὀνομάζειν, Kas λέγειν, OTs πσολλοι ανϑρωποι" ᾧπερ ὅμοιον 
Est τὸ λέγειν, ὅτι σόολλαι φυσεις ανῶρωπιναι. Opera, II. p. 449. (.) 

* Em be τῆς Saas φυσεως, ey ὄντως ἐμαΐομεν, ὅτι ὁ walyp woes τι καθ᾽ Eavroy, ov 
μὴ ve ὁ ties ἡ παλιν ὁ ὕιος WDialovlng ἐνεργεῖ τι χωρις Te πινευμαῖος. Ibid. 

. 455. (P.) 

4 1 Δια τοῖο ανῶρωπες συγχωρεῖ πληδϑυνἼίκως ονομαζειν, δια το μηδενα τῳ τοιθτῳ σχημαῖ: 
τῆς φώνης εἰς σληδος ανρωποτητων ταις ὑπονοίαις ἐκπίπτειν, μηδὲ νομίζειν πολλᾶς ανῶρω- 
mivas φύσεις σημαινεσῆαι, δια τὸ πτληϑυνῆικως εἐξαγγελῆηναι τὸ τῆς φυσεως ὀνομα" To δὲ 
Θεὸς φωνὴν παρατετηρήμένως κατα tov ἕνικον εξαγγελλει τυπον, τοῖο πτρομηϑμενὴ, τὸ μὴ 
διαφορες φυσεις ἐπι τῆς Veins ϑσιας εν τῇ τληδϑυν]ικῃ σήμασιφ τῶν Sev παρεισαγεσδαι" 
διο, φησι, κυριος ὁ Θεὸς, κυριος Eig εςιν. bid. p. 458. (P.) 

1 Asa τι ὃν ov τρεῖς; ὅτι μια “εοτης. Or. i. Opera, |. p. 141. (P.) 

§ Προς δὲ τς exnpeaXoviag yas το Tpirteov, ἐκεῖνο deyerSw ὅτι wep ἡμεις ἕνα Θεὸν, 
ov τῳ αριθμῳ, αλλα Ty φυσει ὁμολογθμεν. LEpist. exli, Opera, ILI. p. 164. (Ρ.) 

|| Ovde yap ὁ κατα τὴν ayopaw τῇ βασιλικῇ εἰκόνι ἐνατενίζων, και βασιλεὰα λεγων τὸν 
ev τῳ σινάκι, δυο βασιλεας ὁμόλογει, τὴν τε εἰκόνα, καὶ τὸν GU Es ἡ εἰκων. Hom. xxvii. 
Opera, |. p. 522. (Ρ. 

4 -Ωσπερ yap ἂν τις βασιλευς, βασιλεα viv εχων, ββλομενίθ» κατασκευασαι πολιν, 
υἱποϑοιτο τῷ ὕιῳ συμβασιίλενοντι τὴν κατασκευὴν τῆς πόλεως. Cat. κί, Opera, p, 146, (P.) 
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of God is God, and the Father God, I say God three times, 
but I do not say three Gods; for three times God is more 
than three Gods.” * 

The different origins of the-three persons in the Trinit 
were thought to be illustrated by the case of Adam, Eve, 
and their son, in the following ingenious manner, by Me- 
thodius, as it 15 given by Gregory Nyssen: ‘ Adam, his 
son, and Eve,” he says, ‘* were types of the Trinity; Adam 
of the Father, who was without cause, or unbegotten ; his 
son of Christ, who was begotten; and Eve, who issued from 
Adam, of the Holy Spirit, who was not begotten, but pro- 
ceeded. For this reason,” he says, “‘ God did not breathe 
into her the breath of life, because she was to be a type of 
the Holy Spirit.” Τ | 

He adds, ‘“ If this was not intended to be a type of the 
Trinity, why were not three or four progenitors made, each 
having their several properties? Whereas here being an 
unbegotten, a begotten, and one that proceeded, they make an 
exact type of the Trinity.” ἢ 

Similar to the illustrations of the Trinity from the sub- 
divisions of the mind of man, are those more ancient ones 
of the fountain, the river, and a draught of water; and that 
of the root, the stock, and the branch, which are adopted 
with variations by Austen. But these all represent parts of 
one whole, or rather they are things that agree in one com- 
mon property; and in this very circumstance it is, that 
Austin makes the resemblance to consist; for, concerning 
the former he says, ‘ they are all water,” and concerning the 
latter, “‘ they are all wood.” ὃ 


* « Spiritus enim Sanctus Deus, sicut dei Filius Deus, et Pater Deus. Ter dixi 
Deus, sed non dixi tres Deos, magis enim Deus ter quam dii tres.” Ezxpositiones in 
Johan. Tr. vi. Opera, IX. p. 49. Something seems to be omitted after magis 
(more); perhaps he meant more safe, or more pious. Had he attended to his 
arithmetic, he would have found, that there is no difference between three times one 
and three. (P.) 

Tt Te μεν avartiov nas ὠγεννη8 Ada τυπὸν καὶ erxova exovlog Te avasle καὶ πσαντῶν 
ate cravioxpalopos Θεου καὶ watpos’ Tede γεννηβ vie avila eixova awpadiaypaucorios Te 
γεννη]8 vis nas λόγου Te Θεου" τῆς Ce exaopering Evas σημαινουσῆς τὴν Tov aye τπυνευμαῖος 
εχπορευὴν ὑποςῶσιν" dio ede ἐνεφυσήσεν αὐτῇ 6 Θεὸς πνοὴν ζωης, dia To τυπὸν aviqy εἰναι 
τῆς τὸ aye πνευμαῖος πνοῆς καὶ Cons, καὶ δια To μελλειν αὐὔὴν Ov dye πτνευμαῖος δειξεσῖδαι 
Θεὸν τὸν ονΐως οντα πσανΐων avony και ζωὴν. In Gen. i. 26, Opera, ἵ. p. 856. (.) 

{ Es δὲ μὴ δυήω, μηδὲ κατα rele τὸ κατ᾽ εἰκονα, τι δηποῖε μη τεσσαρες, ἡ Ovo, ἡ τλειονες 
ὑποςάσεις τῶν wpotalepwy γεγονάσι, τταρηλλαγμενας ἐχδσαι τὰς ὑπος.αἼικας αὐῆων Wiolylas ; 
λεγω Seto ὠγεννηῖον καὶ τὸ γεννηΐον, και τὸ ἐκπορευῖον, ἀλλα THELS καὶ [AOVEES, BKBY ἐχεις KAT 
EMOVA καὶ KAT ὁμοίωσιν τυπικὴν τριαδώ, εν μονάδι εν τρισιν ὑπος.ἀσεσιν, AKOABNOY σε λοιπὸν 
pavey καὶ μοναδα εν τριαδι. Ibid. (0) δ πὴ 

§ “Οὐ illa regula nominis maneat, ut radix lignum sit, et robur lignum, et 
rami lignum non tum tria ligna dicantur, sed unum.—lIllud certe omnes concedunt 
si ex fonte tria pocula impleantur posse dici tria pocula, tres autem aquas non posse 
dici, sed omnino unam aquam.” De Fid. Opera, Ill. p. 146. (P.) 
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After such a Trinity as this, can we wonder that some 
should be acknowledged by their friends to carry their 
orthodoxy into absolute Trithetsm? ‘ There are three dis- 
orders,” says Gregory Nazianzen, ** with respect to theology 
with us; one of Atheism, another Judaism, and ἃ third 
Tritheism. Of the latter,” he says, ‘ those are guilty who 
are too orthodox among us.” * Or can any person be sur- 
prised at the rise of a sect of Tritheists, of whom we have an 
account in ecclesiastical history? t 

After the exhibition of so many wretched explications 
and illustrations of the Trinity, one cannot help approving 
the wisdom of those fathers who were occasionally sensible 
_ of their imperfection, and therefore acquiesced in the doc- 
trine, as expressed in the usual phraseology, without pre- 
tending to understand it at all. ‘Thus a writer, whose work 
has been ascribed to Athanasius, says, “ The Trinity is an 
inexplicable mystery,” not to be inquired into.¢ Basil 
also says, that ‘* the mysteries of theology require to be 
assented to, without previous reasoning.” § “ Let no one,” 
says Gregory Nyssen, “ insult us, because we are not able 
to produce trom all nature a perfect image of the Trinity.” || 
Cassian says, “* [t is God’s part to know, ours to believe.” 4] 
And Julianus Pomerius, Archbishop of Toledo, says, “" That 
all the labour of human disputation is to be set aside, where 
faith alone is sufficient.” ** 

This being the case, it certainly would have been much 
wiser in these writers not to have attempted to explain what 
in its own nature was incapable of being explained; as all 
their attempts could only tend to expose it and them to 
ridicule. It was alleged, however, that though the doc- 
trine of the Trinity be mysterious and incomprehensible, 
there are likewise many things inexplicable to us in nature, 
In answer to those who objected to the mystery of the 


* Ὑριων yap ονΐων τῶν wy περι τὴν Necdoyiay αρῥως-μαΐων αἥειας καὶ Τϑδαισμδ και 
πολυδειας.----Τῆς be τινες των ayav wap’ ἥμιν ορϑοδοξων. Or. i. Opera, p. 16. (P.) 

+ See Nicephori Hist. L. xviii. C. xvi. Il. p. 872. (P.) 

t Αρῥηῖον καὶ ἀνεκφραςὸν τὸ τῆς ὦγιας Tales ὕπαῤχει pusnpiov. Opera, II. p. 
282... (P.) 

§ ‘Ovlw δὴ suv Kas τὸ τῆς δεολογιας pusnpiov, τὴν ex τῆς abarause wisews emilyles 
cvyxalatecv. In Ps. exv. Opera, |. p. 270. (P.) 

|| Μηδεις Se ἐπηρεαζεΐω τῳ λογῳ μὴ δυναμένῳ τοιαυην ἐν τοῖς Boy ELOELY εἰκόνα Tov 
ζηΐεμενθ ἡ δια πτανΐων ἀρκεσει δὲ ἀναλογιᾶς τινος καὶ ὁμοιο]ηῖος προς τὴν Te προκειμενϑ 
παραςασιν. Contra Eunomium, Or, vii. Opera, IL p. 206. (P.) 

“ Nostrum namque est credere, illius nosse.” De Incarnatione, L. i. C. v. p. 

970. (P.) 

** “ Postponenda enim est omnis humane disputationis industria, ubi fides suffi- - 
ciet-sola.” Contra Judaos, L. ii. Bib. Pat. V. p. 223. (P.) 
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Trinity, Gregory Nazianzen says, there are mysteries in all 
nature, and in the mind of man. “If,” says he, “‘ you who 
inquire concerning these things do not understand yourself, 
if you do not understand those things which you can examine 
with your senses, how can you understand God, what and 
how great he is? This is great folly.” * 

The authority of the church was also had recourse to, as 
an argument to enforce the reception of what could not be 
proved or explained. ‘‘ Some tenets in the church,” says 
Basil, “* we receive as preserved in writing, but some are of 
apostolical tradition, handed down as mysteries, both of which 
have the same force with respect to piety, and no one will 
question them, who 15 at all acquainted with the laws of the 
church.” Ὁ 

Austin pleaded for implicit faith by the authority of the 
prophet Zsazah. ‘It was therefore,” he says, ‘ rationally 
said by the prophet, (Ch. vi.,) unless ye believe, ye will not 
understand; where he doubtless distinguishes these two 
things, and advises that we first believe that we may be able 
to understand what we believe; so it seems reasonable that 
faith should precede reason.” ἢ 

_ The fathers having meditated so much on the number 
three, it is no wonder that they should have got a kind of 
fondness for it, and have thought that there was something 
very wonderful in it. Epzphanius has taken pains to collect 
all the instances of this sacred number from the Scriptures, 
and he makes above one hundred of them.§ 

Austin having mentioned twelve attributes of God, re- 
duces them all to three, viz. eternzty, wasdom, and happiness. 
«ς These three,” he says, “‘ are a Trinity, which we call God ; 
and perhaps, in the same manner in which we reduce the 
twelve attributes to these three, the three may be reduced 
into any one of them. For if, in the Divine nature, wisdom 
and power be the same thing, or life and wisdom, why may 


* Ei ceavioy ex εγνως, ὅςτις εἰ, ὃ περι Telwy διαλεγομενος, εἰ Tavia ov KaleAabeC, ὧν καὶ 
ἡ αἰσϑησις μαρῆυς, ws Θεὸν angibus, ὅπερ TE καὶ ὅσον ες-ιν» εἰδενωι ὑπολωμδανεις , ππολλης 
Talo τῆς adoyias. Or. xxix. Opera, p. 405. (P.) 

+ Toy ev τῇ ἐκχλησιῳ τρεφυλαγμενων Soypaloy καὶ κηρυγμαῆων, Ta μεν ex τῆς eylpacps 
διδασκαλιᾶας ἔχομεν, Ta δὲ EK τῆς των ἀποςολων ττωραδόσεως, διαδοιδενα ἥμιν EY MUS OIW 
“παρεδεξωμεθα" amen ἀμφοῆερα τὴν αὐὔὴν ἰσχὺν exer wpos τὴν ευσεξειαν" καὶ Telos βδεις 
cavleper ὅςτις γε κἀν κατα μικρὸν yey σεσμων εκαλησιας κων τπρεπειραῖαι. De Spiritu 
Sancto, C. xxvii. Opera, Il. p. 851. (P.) 

-« Et ideo rationabiliter dictum est per prophetam: Nisi credideritis, non 
intelligetis. Ubi procul dubio discrevit hac duo, deditque consilium quo prins 
credamus, ut id quod credimus intelligere valeamus. Proinde ut fides praecedat 
rationem, rationabiliter visum est.” Zypist. ccxxii. Opera, 11. p. 860, (P.) 

§ « De Numerorum Mysteriis,” Opera, 11. p. 804. (P.) 
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not eternity and wisdom, or happiness and wisdom, be the 
same thing?” * I need not repeat upon this occasion, what 
I have before observed concerning the metaphysics of the 
ancients; and those of the philosophers were no better than 
those of the fathers. 

Austin, after considering the properties of the number 
three, seems to have thought that of itself it afforded a proof 
of the doctrine of the Trinity. Ὁ 

Even the number sez was thought deserving of some 
particular notice, because it was the double of the sacred 
number three. Epiphanius says, the number sz is also 
sacred, because it is twece three; + and Austin treats of the 
perfection of the number six.§ ‘‘ One, éwo, and three,’ he 
says, * make δὲ; and on account of the perfection of this 
number, God made all things in six days. Wherefore the 
three parts of this number δὲς demonstrate to us that God 
the Trinity, made all things in the trinity of number, mea- 
sure, and weeghi.”’ || 

But, perhaps, the most curious circumstance relating to 
the number ¢hree that the reading of these fathers can furnish, 
is the following, which was thought worthy of being re- 
corded by Austen. ‘“ One father Valerius,” he says, “* thought 
that it was particularly ordered by Providence, that the word 
salus,” which signifies health, or salvation, in Latin, “ in the 
language of the Carthaginians,” (which was of Phoenician 
origin,) “ should signify three, or the mystery of the Trinity.’ 
In Hebrew, wbw is three, which is one proof, among many 
others, of the derivation of the Carthaginians from the Pha- 
nicians. 


* «Nunc igitur cum dicimus, xternus, sapiens, beatus, hac tria sunt Trinitas, 
que appellatur Deus: redegimus quidem illa duodecim in istam paucitatem trium 
sed eo modo forsitan possumus et heec tria in unum aliquod horum. Nam si una’ 
eademque resin Dei natura potest esse sapientia et potentia, aut vita et sapientia, cur 
non una eademque res esse possit in Dei natura, zternitas et sapientia, aut beati- 
tudo et sapientia?” De Trinitate, L. xvi. Ὁ. vi. Opera, IIL. p. 416. (P.) 

+ “ Divisio trium in ter unum est. Quid autem aliud hic numerus ostendit, 
nisi Trinitatem, que Deus est?” Opera, ΙΝ. p. 68. (P.) 

t Opera, Il. p. 807. (P.) 

§ De Civitate Dei, L. xv.C. xxx. (P.) 

ἢ “ Unum et duo, et tria, sex faciunt. Ideoque propter hujus numeri perfec- 
tionem sex diebus operatus est ommem creaturam. ‘Tres ergo he partes senarm 
numeri demonstrant nobis Trinitatem Deum, in trinitate numeri mensure et 
ponderis, fecisse omnem creaturam.” Questiones, |xv. Opera, IV. p. 684. (P.) 

4 “ Quod pater Valerius animadvertit admirans. In quorumdam rusticanorum 
collocutione cum alter alteri dixisset, Salus, queesivit ab eo qui et Latine nosset et 
Punice, quid esset salus: responsum est, Tria. ‘Tum illi agnoscens cum gaudio sa- 
lutem nostram esse Trinitatem, convenientiam linguaram non fortuitu sic sonuisse 
arbitratus est, sed occultissima dispensatione divine providentie; ut cum Latine 
nominant salus, ἃ Punicis intelligant, tria: ef cum Punici lingua sua tria nominant, 
Latine intelligant, salus.” Ad Rom. Opera, \V.y. 1181. (P.) 
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CHAPTER ΧΙ. 


OF THE ARGUMENTS BY WHICH THE DOCTRINE OF THE 
TRINITY WAS DEFENDED. 


SECTION I. 
Arguments from the Old Testament. 


HAviNG given a view of the doctrine of the Trinity in 
all its variations, with the several zlustrations of it, I shall 
now proceed to shew in what manner it was defended by 
its ancient advocates ; and it is easy to imagine that all their 
arguments must be drawn from the Scriptures, as it was 
always acknowledged that nature teaches no such doctrine, 
though it had been imagined that it was capable of being 
illustrated by some natural objects. These arguments from 
scripture I shall arrange according to the order of the books 
from which they are drawn. 

It will be thought extraordinary, that the very first verse 
in the book of Geneszs which asserts the creation of all things 
by one God, should, notwithstanding this, have been ima- 
gined to teach the doctrine of the divinity of Christ. But 
it arose from this circumstance. Among other synonyms 
of the divine nous, or logos, ἀρχὴ (principle), as has been 
observed, was one; being taken from one of the Platonic 
principles of things; and this having been interpreted to signify 
Christ, wherever that word is used in the Greek translation 
of the Old Testament, several of the fathers thought that 
they had a right to suppose that Christ was intended. Since, 
therefore, Moses says, that “in the beginning (ev ἀρχὴ) God 
created the heaven and the earth,” they thought it was the 
same as if it had been said, that God zn Christ, or by Christ, 
made the heavens and the earth. Theophilus says, that in 
the ἀρχὴ means by the ἀρχὴ, that is, as an instrument. * 

“In the princepewm, that is, en Christ,” says Ambrose, ““ God 
made the heaven and the earth.”+ ‘* What principium,” 
says Austin, ‘can we understand but the Son? For he himself 
answered the Jews, who questioned him concerning himself, 


* Ἐν apyy εποιησεν 6 Θεὸς τὸν epavoy, Telesi dia τῆς ἀρχῆς yeyernovas τὸν eoavoy. Ad 
Autolycum, L. ii. p. 97. (P.) : 

+ ‘In hoc ergo principio, id est in Christo, fecit Deus ccelum et terram.” 
Hexameron, Li. Opera, 1. p. 6. (P.) 
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the principium who speaks to you.” * — We render that pas- 
sage, [John viii. 25,] ‘* The same that I said unto you from 
the beginning.” 

As a proof that Moses was not ignorant that the world 
was made by the living and substantial word of God, Cyri/ 
of Alexandria alleges God’s saying, ‘* Let there be light, and 
there was light,” ἄς, + 

This passage, one would rather think, was a proof that 
the world was made not by a substantial or personified word, 
but by the semple word, or mere power, of God. But in the 
age of Cyri/, the term word, or whatever implied word, sug- 
gested the idea of the living and substantial dogos. 

Tertulan expresses his dislike of this interpretation, and 
says that’prencepeum, in this place, is synonymous to znztium, 
beginning. t Jerome also shews the same good sense upon 
this occasion, saying that ‘according to both the Greek and 
the Hebrew, it ought to be rendered, Jn the beginning.” § 

I shall in this place, point out some other arguments of 
the fathers in favour of the divinity of Christ, from their 
supposing him to be intended by the word ἀρχὴ in the 
Scriptures. Origen proves that the Son is agyy, from Rev. 
xxii. 15, though at the same time he says he cannot be agyy, 
in all respects. || ‘* That the Son is the agyq may be clearly 
proved,” it is said in the extracts of Clemens Alexandrinus, 
‘** from Hosea i. 10.” 4 


* “ Quid aut principium intelligenddm putabimus, nisi Filium? Ipse enim de 
se ipso interrogantibus Judzis quis esset, respondit: Principium qui et loquor 
vobis.” Quest. Ixv. Opera, 1V. pp. 675, 682. (P.) 

t Ἕνα yup και aviug τὸν φυσει τε καὶ αληΐως διακηρυτῆει Θεὸν, ex ἡγνοήκως τοϑῇ δι᾿ bv 
TH παντὰ παρηκῖαι προς yeveriv, τὸν ζωνα τε φημι καὶ ενυπος αἶον λογὸν avte, nat τὸ εν 
Θεῷ τε και εξ αὐτῷ τνευμια ζωοποιον, τὸ δι᾿ tie τῇ κτίσει τσεμπομενον᾽ ἐφὴ γαρ ὅτι εν ἀρχῇ εποι- 
noev ὃ Θεὸς τὸν epavey vas τὴν γὴν, κεφαλαιωδεςερον δε, και ὡς ev βραχεῖ τῳ λογῳ γενεσι- 
epyw τῶν ὅλων αποφηνας αυτον, ἐπεξεργαζεται To διηγήμα, καὶ δεδείχεν ὅτι δια ζωνῖος hoye 
τϑ κρατεντῷ» πάντων Θεου, παρηχθη πρὸς ὕπαρξιν τὰ βκοόντα τότε, ζωογονειῖαι be καὶ εν 
τνευμαῖι" εἰπε φησιν 6 Θεὸς, Γενηθήτω φως, nas eyevelo φως, Γενηθήτω ςερεωμῶ EY μεσῳ 
τῷ ὑδαῖος, καὶ ἐγενεῖο ὄντως. Contra Julianum, L. i. Juliani Opera, ll. p. 91. (Ρ.) 

Φ “ lta principium, sive initium, inceptionis esse verbum, non alicujus substantia 
nomen. Nam et ipsum principium, in quo Deus fecit ccelum et terram, aliquid 
volunt fuisse quasi substantivum et corpulentum, quod in materiam interpretari 
possit.”” Adv. Hermogenem, S. xix. p. 240. (P.) “" 

§ “In principio fecit Deus ccelum et terram plerique existimant, sicut in alter- 
catione quoque Jasonis et Papisci scriptum est, et Tertullianus in libro contra 
Praxeam disputat, nec non Hilarius in expositione cujusdam Psalmi affirmat, in 
Hebreo haberi, in Filio fecit Deus ccelum et terram: quod falsum esse, ipsius rei 
veritas comprobat, nam et septuaginta interpretes et Symmachus, et Theodotion, 
in principio transtulerunt : et in Hebreo scriptum est, beresith ΠΡ Δ." Ques- 
tiones in Genesim, Opera, |. p. 853. (P.) 

|| Eyam eye apy καὶ τὸ τελος, TOA Kas το ἢ, 6 wpwlog και ὃ exyatO-' ἀναγκαῖον δὲ 
εἰδέναι ὅτι ov κατα way ὃ ονομαζεῖαι ἀρχὴ εςὶν αὐτὸς" πως yap nas’ ὁ Cov est δυναται 
εἰναι apn; Im Johan. Comment. 11. p. 19. (PD 

4 ‘Ors δὲ ἀρχη ὃ biog Ωσηε διδασκει σαφως" καὶ eral, εν τῷ τόπῳ Gv ἐρῥηθη αυτοις, ὁ 
Daas [AB ὕμεις, κληδησονται καὶ αὐτοι igs Θεὸν ζωντος" καὶ γυν ἀχϑησονται δι Uses Ἰσραελ 
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These interpretations will surprise us the less, if we con- 
sider how familiar it was with the fathers to consider ἀρχή as 
synonymous to Jogos, which they always understood of 
Christ. Thus Clemens Alexandrinus says, that ‘ the Son is 
the ἀρχὴ and ἀπαρχὴ of all things, of whom we must learn 
the cause, the Father of all, the most ancient, and the bene- 
factor of all.” * In another passage he calls Christ the ἀρχῇ ; 
saying, ‘* Because the logos was from above, he is and was 
the divine ἀρχὴ of all things. This logos, the Christ, was the 
original author of our being ; for he was in God, and of our 
well-being. This logos has now appeared to men, he alone 
being both God and man, the author of all good to us.” + 

Theophilus also speaks of the logos, as having been in God, 
as the ἀρχὴ the Spirit of God, who spake by the prophets. 
“God, therefore, having his own logos in his own bowels, 
generated him with his wisdom, throwing him out before all 
things. This logos, generated by himself, he used as his assis- 
tant, and by him made all things. He is called the ἀρχή» 
because he rules and governs all things that are made by him. 
He, therefore, being the Spirit of God, + and the agyy, and 
wisdom, and supreme power, went into the prophets, and by 
them spake concerning the maker of the world and all things. 
For there were no prophets when the world was made, but 
the wisdom of God, which was in him, and the holy logos, 
which is always with him.” § 

However, the term ayy was not so appropriated to Christ, 
but that it was common to all the three great pronczples of 


emt τἄυτο, “or Syoovlas ἕαυτοις ἀρχὴν μιᾶν, και avabyoovlas ex τῆς NS. Combefis 
Auctuarium, I. p. 197. (P.) 

* To πρεσξυἼερον sv γένεσει, THY ἄχρονον Kar ὥνῶρχον ἀρχὴν TE Kal ὠπώῤχην Τῶν ovlav, 
Tov ὕιον, Wa ov ἐχμανϑανειν ἐπεκεινῶ ὐτίον, TOV walepa τῶν ὅλων, To weerbisoy και 
orayl ay evepyeTinwlaloy. Strom. vii. p. 700. (P.) 

+ AAN ὅτι μὲν ἣν ὁ hays ἀνωσεν, aoxXn See τῶν wavley ἣν τε καὶ ecw’ ὅτι δὲ voy 
ὀνομα ελαδεν, TO Wada καωσιώμενον, δυνάμεως ἀξιον, Χριςος, κῶινον aoe μοι κεκληΐαι" 
δυῖος γεν ὃ λογος ὃ Χριςος, καὶ Te εἰνῶι πσᾶλωι ἡμᾶς, ἡν yao εν Θεῷ, Καὶ TA εὖ εἰναι" νυν δὴ 
ἐπεφανὴ ανρωποις αὐτὸς ὄυτος λογος, 6 proves ἄμῴω, Θεὸς τε και avS pores, ὧὡπανἼων ἡμῖν 
αἴτιος ὠγαΐδων᾽ wap bv τὸ εὖ ζην εκδιδασκομενοι, εἰς αἴδιον ζώην παραπεμπομεῦα. Ad 
Gentes, Opera, p. 5. (P.) 

t It is observeable, that Theophilus makes the logos to be the same with the 
Spirit, wvevpa. Eusebius also says, that Aoyos and πνευμώ have no difference with 
respect to God. It is, indeed, impossible that they should have conceived any 
difference between them, and yet this circumstance throws great confusion into 
the orthodox system. (P.) 

§ Ἔχων ev ὁ Θεὸς tov Eavte hoyoy evdiadeloy ev τοῖς ἰδιοις σπλάγχνοις, ἐγεννήσεν αὐτὸν 
μετα τῆς ἕαυτϑ σοφιας εξερευξωμενίθ»» wpo τῶν ὅλων" τϑῖον Tov λογον ἐσχεν ὕπϑργον τῶν ὑπ᾽ 
AUTRE γεγενημένων, KGL δι’ αὐτὸ Ta WavtTa τοεποιηκεν᾽ ὄυτος λεγεῖαι ἀρχὴ» ὅτι ἄρχει καὶ 
κυριεύει wavloy τῶν δὲ αὐτϑ δεδημιϑργημενων' GuT0S ὃν ὧν τνευμῶ Θεοῦ, καὶ ἀρχὴ Kas 
copia, και δυνῶμις twice, κατήρχετο εἰς TBS προφηῖας, καὶ δ αὐτῶν shader TH περι τῆς 
ποιήσεως τῇ κοσμθ καὶ τῶν λοιπὼων ὧπανἼων" ov yap ἡσᾶν δι ποροφηΐαι ὅτε ὁ κοσμος εγενεῖο" 
ἀλλα ἡ copia f ev αὐτῷ era ἡ τα Θεου, καὶ ὃ λογος ὃ ayi@» avre ὃ we συμπαώρων ἀντῷ" 
dio δὴ καὶ διῶ Σολομωνος wroopyre ourw λέγει. [1]. p. 89. CP.) 
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things, and of course belonged to the Father, even with 
respect to Christ; and therefore Cyril of Alexandria, after 
observing that the Father is ‘an eternal principle to the 
Son,” says, that “ὃν ἀρχὴ in the introduction to the Gospel 
of John, the blessed evangelist seems to signify the Fa- 
ther.”* 

That there was some kind of superiority in the Father in 
consequence of his being the original (αρ χη) or cause (αἰτιοςὶ, 
was always acknowledged by the most orthodox. This is 
expressly asserted by Gregory Nazianzen, at the same time 
that he says, the Son is equal to the Father as to his nature. 
On this principle, he supposes that Christ meant to sa 
that the Father was greater than he. ‘* That God,” he 
says, ‘‘should be greater than man, is true indeed, but no 
great matter: for what is there extraordinary in God being 
greater than a man?” 

I now proceed to recite other arguments in support of the 
Trinitarian doctrine, in the order of the books of scripture 
from which -they are derived. Theophelus says, that the 
three days which preceded the “ light,” (meaning the crea- 
tion of the sun,) &c., “‘ are types of the Trinity ; of God, 
his logos, and his wisdom. The fourth,” he says, “is the 
type of man, who wanted light, that there might be God, 
logos, wisdom, man; whierefore on the fourth day lights were 
produced.” ἢ 

The plural number, in which God is represented as speak- 
ing, was soon laid hold of asa proof of the plurality of persons 
in the Trinity. Tertudlian says, “* Does this number of Tri- 
nity scandalize you, as if they were not connected in simple 
unity ? 1 ask, how could one person only speak in the 
plural number, and say, Leé ws make man in our likeness δ 8 
To this argument Austin adds, ““ Had not the three persons 
been one, it would have been said, Let us maké man in our 


* “Ita eternum ei principium Pater est.—Videtur igitur principii hic nomine, 
beatus evangelista Patrem siguificare.” In Johan. i. Opera, I. p. 600. (P.) 

t+ Anrov ars τὸ μειζον μεν ες τῆς αἰτιᾶς, τὸ δὲ ἰσὸν τῆς φυσεως, χαὶ Talo ὑπο πολλῆς 
εὐγνωμοσυνὴς ὁμολογεμεν ἥἡμεις.---Τὸ yap be λέγειν, ὅτι Te κατὰ τὸν aySpwmey νύθμενθ 
μείζων, αληδες μὲν, ov meyer de τι γαρ θαυμαςον, εἰ μείζων ανϑρωπϑ Θεὸς; Or. xxxvi. p. 
582. (P.) 

1 'Ὥσαυΐως και cs τρεις ἥμερα! των φως ρων γεγονυιαι, τυπαι εἰσιν τῆς τριαδος, τϑ Θεου, 
καὶ Ta hoya avie, και τῆς σοφιῶς αὐτϑ' τεϊαρίη Oe τυπος εςπιν ανζρωπε ὁ πτροσδεῆς Te φωῖος, 
iva ἢ Θεος, λογος, σοφια, αν ρωπος" δια τοῖο καὶ τῇ τεϊαρτῃ ἡμερᾳ εἐγεννησησαν pasnges. 
L. ii. p. 106. (P.) é i 

§ “Si te adbuc numerus scandalizat Trinitatis, quasi non Connex in unitate 
simplici, interrogo quomodo unicus et singularis pluraliter loquitur? Faciamus 
hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram.” 4d Praxeam, Sect. xii. p. 
506. ὋΣ 

VOL. VI. Ὁ 
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* Basil of Seleucia has the same 


images, not in Our emage.”’ 
thought. + 

Michael Glycas, with great ingenuity, discovers that all the 
three persons were employed in the creation of man. ‘ Who,” 
says he, ‘said, Let us make man? The Father. Who 
took the dust of the ground for that purpose? The Son. 
And who breathed into him the breath of life? The Holy 
Spirit.” + 

Austin’s veneration for the number szx was mentioned before. 
He considered the creation of the world in six days as a 
proof of the Trinity ; for sea, says he, is twice three.§ This 
will be thought sufficiently far-fetched ; but what then shall 
we say to Cyril of Alexandria, who found a representation 
of the Trinity in the dimensions of the ark of Noah? || 

That it was Christ who spake to the patriarchs, was 
agreed by all the fathers from the time of Justen Martyr ; 
and the proof of it lay in this circumstance, that the person 
who appeared is called God; but since the supreme God is 
znvistble, there must have been another person entitled to that 
appellation; as we have seen in the extracts from Justin 
himself. I shall in this place add some passages to this 
purpose from other writers. 

Tertullian, having observed that God the Father is invisi- 
ble, and yet that God was in some sense visible to the 
patriarchs, infers that it must have been the Son who appeared 
to them. ‘He must, therefore,” he says, ““ be another per- 


* « Si vero in illis tribius personis tres essent intelligendze vel credende sub- 
stantiz, non diceretur ad imaginem nostram, sed ad imagines nostras." De Fide, 
Adv. Pel. C. i. Opera, Wf. p. 211. (P.) 

t Trade μεν ἐμῴφανει τὴν wratlecay, pricey δὲ erkova τῆς T prados Uragyecay’ εἰ Oe pice τῆς 
τριαδὸς ἡ εἰκων, MIA THY TOWY ὑπος-ἀσεων ἡ Prois’ τὸ yap Tavloy τῆς βσιας ἡ τῆς εἰκόνος 
Evolyg κηρυτῆει. Or. i. Opera, p. 5. (P.) 

t Kas evrev ὃ Θεος᾽ Ποιησωμεν av pwmoyv’ καὶ habov 6 Θεὸς χβν aro τῆς γῆς emrace τὸν 
ays pomoy’ Tig ὃ εἰπὼν ; ὃ walnp’ καὶ τις ὁ λωξων; 6 ὗιος" iva yey μὴ τὸ πνευμώ τὸ ὦγιον 
αλλοτριον φαινηῖαι τῆς Te ἀνρωπε δημιδργιῶς, τὴν, ἐνεφυσήσε, Ack καὶ Wayy δαυμώσιως 
παρειληφε. Annales, parsi.p.69. (P.) 

§ Quest. Ixv. Opera, IV. p. 684. (P.) 

|| ** Aspice ergo queso, quemadmodum in trecentis cubitis, quod arce Jongitu- 
dinem esse assignavimus, perfectio sanctee Trinitatis consecratur. Quod autem, ut 
formula dixerim, deitas, quz in unitate perspicitur, perfectio sit perfectionum ex 
Jatitudine arcre, quze ad quinquaginta se cubitos extendit, latissime patet. Quin- 
quagenarius etenim numerus, septem septies diebus, unitate quoque conjuncta, con- 
ficitur. Quia unam quidem deitatis naturam esse adserimus. Alfitudo etiam ipsius 
arce nil aliud profecto, quam mentem ipsam mirifice nobis suggerit. In decimum 
enim tertium cubitorum numerum perficitur. Triginta enim cubitorum, inquit, 
altitudinem ejus fegies: et in cubitum unum consummabis eam. Sancta enim 
Trinitas in tres hypostases triumque personarum differentias quum extendatur, 
in unam deitatis naturam quodammodo contrahitur." In Gen, iii. Cpera, I. p. 
17.. (P.) 

q Supra, p. 450. 
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son who was seen ; for he who was seen cannot be invisible. 
It therefore follows, that we suppose the lather to be in- 
visible on account of the plenitude of his majesty, but the 
Son to be visible, as being derived from him. As, though we 
cannot see the sun himself, we can bear his beams, as a 
tempered portion of him, extending to the earth.” * 

** Moses,” says Novatian, ‘every where introduces God 
the Father as immense, and without end; not confined to 
place, but including all space; not one who is zm place, but 
rather in whom all place is, comprehending and embracing 
all things ; so that he can neither ascend nor descend. ‘For 
he contains and fills all things; and yet he introduces a God 
descending to the tower which the sons of men built.” + 

Austin supposed, that the three men who appeared to Abra- 
ham either were, or represented the Trinity. ** The two who 
went to Sodom must,” he says, ‘ have been the Son and the 
Spirit, because they are said to have been sené, which the 
Father is never said to "6. As it might be objected that 
the Father could not become visible, he says, ‘* Why ma 
uot the Father be understood to have appeared to Abraham 
and Moses, and to whom he pleased, and as he pleased, by 
means of a changeable and visible creature, when he in 
himself remained invisible and unchangeable ?” 


He says, with respect to all these appearances, ‘* They may 
either be those of the whole ‘Trinity, which is God, or of 
each of the persons, according to the circumstances.” || 


* « Jam ergo alius erit qui videbatur, quia non potest idem invisibilis definiri, qui 
videbatur, et consequens erit, ut invisibilem Patrem intelligamus, pro plenitudine 
majestatis ; visibilem vero Filium aguoscamus, pro modulo derivationis: sicut nec 
solem nobis contemplari licet, quantum ad ipsam substantice summam que est in 
celis; radium autem ejus toleramus oculis pro temperatura portionis que in terram 
inde porrigitur.” Ad Praxeam, Sect. xiv. p. 508. (P.) 

+ * Quid si idem Moyses ubique introducit Deum Patrem immensum atque sine 
fine, non qui loco cludatur, sed qui omuem locum cludat: nec eum qui in loco sit, 
sed potius in quo omnis locus sit: omnia continentem et cuncta complexum, ut 
merito nec descendat nec ascevdat, quoniam ipse omnia et continet et implet; et 
tamen nihilominus iutroducit Deum descendentem ad turrim, quam edificabant 
filii hominum.” Cap. xvii. p. δῷ, (P.) 

t ‘Sed quas duas personas hic intelligimus, an Patris et Filii, an Patris et 
Spiritus Sancti, an Filii et Spiritus Saveti? Loc forte congruentius quod ultimum 
dixi; missos enim se dixerunt, quod de Filio et Spirita Sancto dicimus. Nam 
Patrem missum nusquam scripturze nobis uotitia occurrit. De Trinitate, L. ii. 
C. x. Opera, 1. p. 272. (P.) 

§ “Si ergo Deus Pater locutus est ad primum hominem; cur non jam ipse 
intelligatur apparuisse Abraham et Moysi et quibus voluit, et qaemadmodum voluit 
per subjectam sibi commutabilem atque visibilem ecreaturam, cum tpse in seipso 
atque in substantia sua qua est, incommutabilisatque invisibilis maneat?” Jbid. 
p- 269. (P.) 

|| * Jam enim quasitum atque tractatum est, in illis antiquis corporalibus formis 
et visis non tantummodo Patrem, nec tantummodo Filium, nec tantummodo Spiri- 


356 ARGUMENTS FOR THE 


Glycas says, that the Trinity was received by Abraham, 
and cheerfully partook of the entertainment provided for 
them. * He adds, that, according to the opinion of Cyril, it 
was the Father that remained with Abraham, because he 
judges no man; and, that they were the Son and Spirit that 
were sent to Sodom, was the opinion of the great Athanasius, 
because no others could have been assessors with him. 

Justin Martyr imagined that Christ was signified by the 
serpent in the Wilderness ; and even thought that Plato had 
got a hint of the same thing from the Scriptures, but did not 
rightly understand it. Ὁ 

Chrysostom finds a proof of the Trinity in the blessing 
pronounced by Moses: [ Numb. vi. 24—26:] ‘“ The Lord. 
bless thee and keep thee: the Lord make his face shine 
upon thee, and be gracious unto thee: the Lord lift up his 
countenance upon thee, and give thee peace.” <‘ Here,” 
says he, “15 the Holy Trinity clearly celebrated.” + The 
foundation of this argument could only be, that God is 
mentioned three times in this form of benediction. 

Eusebius says, that ‘when Jacob is called the Lord’s 
portion, Christ is intended.” § 

If any one text be decisive in proof of there being only 
one God, it is that of Moses, [| Deut. vi. 4,] ‘‘ Hear, O Israel, 
the Lord our God is one Lord ;” and yet because the word 
Lord or God occurs three times in it, this also has been 
pressed into the service of the Trinity. Austen, after re- 
peating the text, says, ‘“‘ In this we are not to understand the 
Father only, but the Father, Son, and Spirit.” || 
tum Sanctum apparuisse, sed autem indifferenter Dominum Deum qui Trinitas ipsa 
intelligitur, aut quamlibet ex Trinitate persopam, quam lectionis textus indiciis 
circumstantibus significaret.” De T'rinitate, L. iii. C. i. IIL. 0.281. (P.) 

* Kas τοσεῖον amaws φιλοξενος yy, ὡς καὶ αὐην τὴν ἁγιῶν τριαδα καϊελίειν ἐπι τῆς 
σχηνης avie, και τῶν παρα]ιδενΊων αὐτῇ περιχώρως ἐμφορησηναι. Avo δὲ τοῖς Σοδόμοις 
ἐπεφοιησαν᾽ ede yap ὃ ττατὴρ κρίνει βδενα wacay de τὴν χρισιν δεδωχε τῷ iD, KaTH τὴν 
φωνὴν αὐτὸ Te κυρι8 συνονῖος φυσικως, καὶ Te aye Wvevpalos. Ὅτι δὲ ὁ ὕιος καὶ τὸ τνευμα 
ἐπὶ Dodane emopevovio, καὶ ἡ Te Αδρααμ ξενιω σαφως τάριςα, χωσϑαπερ ὁ μεγᾶς φησιν Αϑανα- 
Tis" εἰ μὴ yap ὁ ὗιος καὶ τὸ πνευμῶ ἧσαν, οὐκ ἂν τῷ Θεῳ καὶ Water συνεκαϑδηνῖο" ὅτι δὲ 
cuvenadnvio, δηλον εκ Te wept Telwy, ὅτω λέγειν. Annales, pars ii. p. 182. (P.) 

+ 'Ουτως wapsdonuey avayves Πλάτων, καὶ pon anprb wos emicapevOr, μηδε νοησᾶς τυπὸν 
εἰναι ταυρθγ ἀλλὰ χιασμῶ νοησῶᾶς, τὴν μετα τὸν wpwloy Θεὸν δυνώμιν κεχιωσσαι ἐν τῷ 
σαντι εἰπε. Apol. i. Ρ. 87. (P.) 

1 Ἑυλογησει σε κυριος, Και φυλαξει σε, ἐπιῴανει KUPLOG τὸ πρόσωπον aUTe ETL σὲ Και 
εὐλογήσει OE" ἐπαρει κυριος τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτϑ ἔπι σε, Kas δῳη σοι εἰρηνην. Ὅρα τὴν ayia 
τριαδα διαρῥηδην ανυμνδμενην. Ser. v. Opera, VI. p. 73. (P.) 

§ Τουῖο pusnpioy τὸ μεγιςον, wpolos Teoroyov Mwons ev ἀπορῥηΐοις Ebpases τες ταλαι 
εμυς-αγώγει λεγων,---ὗτε διεμεριζεν ὁ ὕψιςος εὐὐνη" καὶ ἐγεννηη μέρις κυρι8 λᾶος av/e 
laxwb δια Telav γεν ὕψιςον μεν τὸν avolalw, καὶ emi waor, Θεὸν τῶν ὅλων ονομαάζει. 
Κυριον δὲ τὸν Tele λόγον, τὸν Ve καὶ δευερως HAY μετὰ τῶν ὅλων τὸν Θεὸν κυριωλογϑμίενον. 


Demonst. L, iv. C. vii. p. 156. (P.) We ed ὸ 
| “ Toto corde retine Patrem Deum, Filium Deum, et Spiritum Sanctum Deum, 
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I find no more arguments or illustrations of the doctrine 
of the Trinity from the Old Testament, till we come to the 
Book of Psaims; but here 1 find a great number. Jerome 
says, that ‘the tree planted by the river of water in the 
first Psalm, is wisdom, and that wisdom is Christ.” * Am- 
brose says, that “ Christ is the giant to run a race.” Τ 

Some of these interpretations may be supposed to be 
nothing more than an allegorizing of scripture, and a play 
of imagination ; but when the fathers argue from those texts 
in which the logos is mentioned, they were certainly very 
serious. The logos must be Christ. Thus Eusebius makes 
Christ to be the maker of the world, in Psadm xxxiii. 6: 
‘** By the word of the Lord were the mee made.” ἢ 

On the same principle, Psadm xlv. 1, My heart is throwing 
eut a good word, (logos,) was, by almost all the fathers, ‘hte 
preted of the eternal Father generating the Son from himself. 
But there is an exception in Basz/, who says, that ‘* it refers 
to the prophet.” § 

Eusebius also was of opinion, that it was not the Father, 
in Psalm xlv. 1, who was speaking of his heart throwing out 
the dogos, but that it was the prophetic person who was 
speaking, because what follows does not seem to agrée to 
the Father. || 

In Psalm li. 10, 11, we read, ““ Create in me a clean heart, 
O God, and renew a right spirit within me. Cast me not 
away from thy presence, and take not thy holy spirit from 
me.” ‘In this,” say Origen, ‘* we have the Father, Son, 
and Spirit; the Father being the principal spirit,” (as the 


id est sanctam atque ineffabilem Trinitatem unum esse naturaliter Deum, de quo 
in Deuteronomio dicit: Audi Israel; Deus, Deus tuus, Deus unus est. Et, Deum, 
Deum tuum, adorabis, et illi soli servies.” De Fide ad Pat. Opera, ΕΠ]. p. 210. (P.) 

* “ Lignum autem, cui vir beatus comparatur, sapientiam puto: de qua et 
Salomon loquitur:: Lignum vite est his qui sequuntur eam, Sapientia autem per 
apostolum Christus Dei Filius declaratur.”” In Ps. i. Opera, VAL. p. 1. CP.) 

+ “ Christus est Dei Vilius, et sempiternus ex Patre, et natus ex virgine. Quem 
quasi gigantem sanctus David propheta describit, eo quod biformis geminzeque 
nature uous sit consors divinitatis et corporis, qui tanquam sponsus procedens de 
thalamo suo, exultavit tanquam gigas ad currendum viam.” In Ps. xix. De Incar- 
natione, C. v. Opera, IV. p. 290. (P.) 

{ Kas ὁ Δαξιὸ δὲ που ἐν ψαλμωδιαις ἕτερῳ προσειπὼν τὴν σοφιαν ovouals, φησι" Tp 
λογῳ κυριΒ δι eoaves ἐς ερεωδησαν, τὸν τῶν ὡπανων δημιθργικὸν λογὸν Θεου, τεῖον ἐνευφη- 
μησας τον τροπον. Preparatio, p.320. (P.) 

δ tig ἡ καρδια μου λογον αγαῖδον" ndy μεν τινες φὴ ϑησαν εν τορόσωπϑ TS σσατροὸς 

— αι Tavia, περι τ EY ἀρχῇ ovlag πρὸς avioy λογου, ὧν εκ 77S διονει καρδιας καὶ 

ὧν τῶν σπλάγχνων, PAT, προηγαγε, καὶ ἀπὸ αγαΐης καῤδιας αγαῦδος λύγος προηλδεν" 
ἐμοι Be Bones ταυΐα ἐπι τὸ προφηΐικον αγαφερεσδαι πρόσωπον. In Ps, χ])ῖν. Opera, L. p. 
216. (P.) 

ll Epa: be Bowes ταυῖα ems τὸ wpocpy/ixoy ἀαναφερέσϑαι wporwney’ Ta yap ἐφεξης TH 
pyle anele ὅμοιως ἐξομαλίζει ἡμιν τὴν περι Te Watpas εἐξηγησιν. Montfaucon’s Collectio 
Patrum, L. p. 186. (P.) 
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first verse was rendered in Greek,) “‘ the Son the right spirit, 
and the Holy Spirit being expressly mentioned in the last 
place.” * 

Pope Gregory says; that “* David taught the doctrine of 
the Trinity in Psadm Ixvil., ‘ God, be merciful unto us, and 
bless us.’” + But this shadow of an argument can only be 
founded on the circumstance of the name of God occurring 
three times in the verses that he quotes. 

Austin proves that Christ wrought miracles before he was 
born of Mary, from Psalm cxxxvi. 4. ‘* Who did them,” 
says he, ‘“* but he of whom it is said, who only doeth great 
marvels” 2 t 

Eusebius, interpreting Psalm lvii. 3, ““ God shall send 
forth his mercy and his truth,” says, ‘* What can the mercy 
and the éruth that is sent from God be, but the logos of God, 
concerning which it is said, “ He sent forth his word and 
healed them, and delivered them out of their destructions’ ? 
The same is also called a ight, and is said to be sent, in that 
Psalm, in which it is said, ‘Send forth thy light and thy 
truth; they shall guide me.’ But the faghé, and the éruth, 
and the word, sent from the most high God, cannot want 
essence or substance ; for a thing without substance cannot be 
sent. For our logos, consisting of syllables, and words, and 
names, and pronounced by the tongue and the voice, is not 
properly and truly logos.” ὃ 

In his commentary on Psalm Ixxxii. 1, he says, “" Lest 
any one should be disturbed on account of the monarchy, 
hearing that the Christ of God is called God, he justly 
afterwards makes mention of many gods, with censure, but 
exhorts not to decline giving the title of God to the Son of 


* *O γεν Aabid ev τῷ ψαλμῳ τῆς ἐξομολογήσεως wept Telwy των mvevpraloy asler τὸν 
πατερα λεγων᾽ wyevmals ἡγεμονικῷ cnpiboy με, Wrevra eves ἐγκαίνισον ev τοῖς eynalois 
HB, χᾶι TO WHEY TO AyLOY σϑ μὴ ἀντανελῆς GTO EUR, τινῶ TH τριῶ τονευμῶτα TATE; 
TO HYEMOVIKOY 6 ττωτηρ᾽ τὸ εὐδὲες ὁ Χριςος, καὶ To νευμα τὸ ayy. In Jer. Hom. viii. 
Comment, |. Ὁ. 95. (P.) 

+ “ David quippe ut auctorem omnium Deum in Trinitate ostenderet, dixit : 
Benedicat nos Deus, Deus noster, benedicat nos Deus.” In Job, C. xxviii. Opera, 
pi i174, Bo (P35 

{ “ Miracula enim et nondum natus de Maria fecit. Quis enim unquam fecit, 
nisi ipse de quo dictum est, qui facit mirabilia magna solus?” In Ps, xc. Opera, 
Vili. p. 990. (P.) 

§ EAcos δὲ καὶ ἀλησεία εξωπος-ελλομενὴ τις av ery, ἡ ὁ τ Θεου λογὸς weet ὃν ελεγεἶο" 
Ἐξαπες ειλε τὸν λόγον avie, καὶ sacar αὐες, καὶ ερῥυσατο αὐτὸς εκ τῶν διαφόρων avtwy’ 
ὁ δ᾽ αὐτὸς ὅμοιως καὶ φως αἀπος-ελλόμενον εἰρηαι ev τῷ φάσκοντι Paduw, Ἑξαπος εἰλὸν το 
pws σδ καὶ τὴν ἀλησειαν σϑ, αὐτῷ με δδηγησει" φως OE καὶ αληδειῶ καὶ AoyO» amocer- 
λομενῶ τώρα Te ὕψις δ Θεου, ex aveoia ade ανυπος-αἀτώ.-------- Ὁ yay ἡμε]ερος λόγος ὧν, 
συλλαξαις καὶ ῥημῶσι καὶ ονομάσι τὴν ὑποςῶσιν EXwv, καὶ die γλωτἼης καὶ φωνῆς εξηχδ- 


μενος, BM ὧν AeXNern κυρίως καὶ ὡλήηνως λόγος. Montfaucon’s Collectio Patrum, 1. p. 
249. (P.) 
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God. For if the princes of the nation, who had bad cha- 
racters, were called gods, what danger can there be in calling 
the man who is at the right hand of God, and the Son οἵ 
man who is made strong, a God ?” * 

Eusebius finds Christ in Psalm evii. 20: ‘* He sent his 
word and healed them; + and in Psalm exlvii. 15: ‘* His 
word runneth very swiftly.” + Austin understood “ the foun- 
tain of life,’ Psalm xxxvi. 9, of the Father producing the 
Son who is light.§ All the fathers understood Christ to 
be meant by wesdom in the book of Proverbs, and proved 
from it that he made the world. || 

There is a double reason why Christ should be intended 
by wisdom, Prov. viii. 22: ‘* The Lord possessed me in the 
beginning of his ways;” because in the LX X. itis, The Lord 
created me the ἀρχὴ of his ways. See this text quoted for 
this purpose, besides innumerable other places, in those cited 

» in the margin. 4 The wisdom of which mention is made 
in the book of Job, (xxviii. 12,) ““ Where shall wisdom be 
found?” &c., is applied to Christ by Eusebius. ἘΝ 

It will make my reader smile to be informed, that the 
two garments which the good wife in the book of Proverbs 
is said to have made for her husband, were thought by 
Ambrose to signify the divinity and humanity of Christ. ++ 

Paulinus calls the Trinity the “ three-fold cord” that ‘* is 
not quickly broken,” in Eccles. iv. 12.” 11 

An argument for the divinity of Christ is brought by many 
of the fathers from Jsazah ix. 6, where Christ is supposed 
_to be called the ‘‘counsellor, the mighty God.” They always 
call him the angel of the great council, which is the version 
of the LXX. 

Gregory Nyssen says, that, Isaiah xlviii. 13, My hand has 
made all things, means the Son. §§ [ἢ Jsazah x|viii. 16, we 

* Και ὅπως μη ταραχϑειὴ τις εἰς τὸν σερι ἱμοναρχιᾶς λόγον, Θεὸν ἀχϑὼν τὸν Χριςον τῷ 
Θεου, ειἰκοΐως και πλείονας Teovg ὀνομάζει τὸς δια των εξης xalnyopapevous, μόνονθχι παρα- 
κελενομενος μη ἀποννεῖν Kas τὸν ὑιον τῷ Θεοῦ Θεὸν ἀποκαλειν" εἰ yap δι διαβαλλομενοι τὸ 
eves ἀρχονῖες Teor ηξιωϑησαν ονομασδηναι, τσοιος ἂν γενοιῖο κινδυνος τὸν avdpa τῆς δεξιας 
τῷ Θεου καὶ τὸν ὑιον τὸ ανρωπϑ τὸν κεκραϊαίωμιενον Θεὸν ὁμολογειν; Montfaucon's Col- 
lectio Patrum, I. p. 424. (P.) 

+ Preparatio, p. 320. (P-) ¢t Ibid. (P.) 

§ De Filii Divinitate, C. v. Opera, 1. p. 281. (Po) 

|| Buseb. Hist. L. i. C. ii. p. 7; Preparatio, p. 320. (P.) 

4 Origenis Comment. in Johan. ii., 1. p. 175 Euseb, Preparatio, L. vii. C. xii. 
230; Ambrosii Hexameron, L. i. Opera, |. p. 6.  (P.) 

** Preparatio, L. vii. C. xii. p. 320. (P.) 

4+ “ Dicuntur vero bine, quia Christum Deum et hominem confitetar.” In 
Prov. xxxi. Opera, |. p. 1102. (P.) 

tt “ Astringamur autem huic arbori fune validissimo, vincti in spe, fide, 
charitate, credentes cordibus et oribus confitentes individuam ‘Trinitatem, qui 


spartum triplex, quod non rumpitur.” Ad. Severum, Epist. iv. p. 65. (P-) 
§§ Contra Eunomium, yi, Opera, II. p. 191. (P.) 
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read, “ΤΠ Lord God, and his Spirit has sent me.” “ This,” 
says Theodoret, ‘‘ plainly shews that there is another person 
besides God, to confute the Jews and Sabellians.”* The 
three holies, in Isaiah vi. 3, are frequently mentioned as 
signifying the three persons in the Trinity. + 

So much was it taken for granted that the /ogos was to be 
understood of Christ, that Origen says, “" What is the word 
(logos), that came from the Lord, whether to Jeremiah, to 
Isaiah, to Ezekiel, or to any other, but that which was in 
the beginning with God? I know no other word of the Lord 
but that which the evangelist spake of, when he said, ‘ In 
the beginning was the word, and the word was with God, 
and the word was God.” + The word that came to Hosea is 
also interpreted of Christ, by Jerome. § 

Austin, after urging many arguments against Photius, 
concludes with what he says is alone sufficient, if he be in 
his right mind, viz. this from Jer. xvil. 5, ‘ Cursed is the 
man that trusteth in man.” || But this is, perhaps, rather 
applymg ἃ mazim than urging a particular text, as referring 


originally to Christ. 


Lastly, Cyprian says, that the “ three hours of prayer 
observed by the three who were strong in faith, and the three 
out of the fire,” meaning those who were cast into the fiery 
furnace in Danzed, ‘* were emblems of the Trinity.” 4] 


* Kau voy κυριος, “upto ames eiAe με, καὶ TO πνευμα avTe,—capws de ἡμιν ἐνταυδα 
ἕτερον edeike Wapa Te Θεοῦ πρόσωπον, εἰς eheyxov καὶ των ledaimy, Kar Tov Ta Σαδελλιβ 
γοσενων. Opera, II. p 111. CP.) 

+ As by Ambrose, De Fide, L. ii. C. iv. Opera, IV. p.141. €P.) Bishop Lowth, 
instead of condescending thus to advocate the Creed of his Church, remarks zn | 
loe. 

“This hymn, performed by the Seraphim, divided into two choirs, the one 
singing responsively to the other; which Gregory Nazian. (Carm. 18) very elegantly 
calls Συμῴφωνον, avtipwvev, αγἴελων cacw, is formed upon the practice of alternate 
singing, which prevailed in the Jewish Church from the time of Moses, whose Ode 
at the Red Sea was thus performed, (see Evod. xv. 20, 21,) to that of Ezra, (iti. 11,) 
under whom the Priests and Levites sung alternately, 

“Ὁ praise Jehovah, for he is gracious; 
For his mercy endureth for ever.’” 

1 Τὶς yap esi ὃ Asyos ὃ γενομενίθ» wrapa uvpie, εἰτε pos Ἱερεμιῶν, εἰτε wpas Ἡσαιαν, 
εἰτε τῦρος LeCexinry εἰτε apos ὃν δηποτε; Ὃ ev αρχῇ τῦρὸς τὸν Θεὸν ; Eyw aux oda aAroy 
λογον χυριβ, ἡ OV τ87ον τσερι Ov εἰρηκεν ὃ εὐωγγελιςς, τὸ EY ἀρχῇ NYO λογος, καὶ ὃ λογὸς nV 
wpos τὸν Θεὸν, καὶ Θεὸς ἣν 6 Aoyos. Comment. in Jer. Ll. p. 102. (P.) 

§ Opera, V.p. 85. (P.) 

|| ‘* Maledictum plane legis Photinus evadere non potest, quia spem suam habet 
in Christo, quem tantum hominem dicit, cum Jegat, Maledictus homo qui spem 
habet in homine. Apostolus autem sciens Christum Deum_ ideo et in presenti et 
in futuro spem esse in 60 ait.” Quest. ex N. 7’. xci. Opera, IV. p. 763. (P.) 

4 “In orationibus vero celebrandis invenimus observasse. cum Daniele tres 
pueros in fide fortes, et in captivitate victores, horam, sextam, nonam, sacramento 
scilicet Trinitatis: quee in novissimis temporibus manifestari habebat. Nam et 
prima hora in tertium veniens, consummatum numerum Trinitatis ostendit.’’ Opera, 
Ῥ. 154. 71.) ; 
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SECTION IL. 
Arguments for the Divinity of Christ from the New Testament. 


Wuewn the idea of the divinity of Christ was once formed 
from the principles of Patonism, it was not difficult to ima- 
gine that it was likewise the doctrine of the Seripiures; and 
that there were passages in the New Testament no less fa- 
vourable to it than those above recited from the Old; though 
all the books were in the hands of the common people, for 
whose use they were particularly calculated, and they saw 
no such doctrine in it. 

The great argument for the divinity of Christ from the 
New Testament was, that “ though Christ appeared to be a 
man by his infirmities, he appeared to be a God by his 
works,” as it is expressed by Novatian.* And yet our 
Saviour himself always ascribes his miraculous works to his 
Father, and never to himself; and the people who saw those 
works were not led by them to suspect that he was any thing 
more than a man; for we only read, that when they were 
most struck with them, they wondered that God had given 
such power unto man. Lusebius likewise alleges the spread 
of the gospel, and its overturning Heathenism, as a proof of 
the divinity of Christ, but by the same kind of argument 
he might have proved the divinity of Moses. 

The two styles in which our Saviour speaks of himselt 
were observed by Origen, aud were considered by him, as 
they are by the orthodox to this very day, as proofs, the one 
of his perfect humanity, and the other of his proper divinity. 
“ Jesus,” says he, ““ sometimes speaks as the first-born of all 
the creation, as when he says, ‘ 1 am the way, the truth, and 
the life ;’> and sometimes as a man, as whien he says, “ You 
seek to kill me, a man who has told you the truth.’” + 

The author of a treatise ascribed to Athanasius produces 
thirty arguments to prove that Christ cannot be a mere man ; 
the chief of which are these: “ He that was subject to death 


* « Ut homo ex infirmitatibus comprobetur ; probatio divinitatis in illo collecta 
ex virtutibus illue proficiet, ut etiam Deus ex operibus adseratur.” C. xi. p. 
gas) (P.) 

T Ὅτι cs μὲν τινες εἰσι φωνῶι τῇ ev To lyre wpwreloxe warns χτισεως, ὡς ἡ. Εγω 
εἰμι ἡ ὅδος, καὶ ἡ αληδεια, καὶ ἡ ζωη, καὶ ὧν τϑῖοις πιαραπλησιαι" di be Te κατ᾽ αυτὸν 
γοθμενΒ αγῶρωπε ὡς ἡ του. Νυν de we ζητειτε ἀπόχτειναι ανῶρωπον ὃς τὴν αληδϑείαν 
ὕμιν λελαληκα. Ad Celsum, L. ii. p, 76, (Ρὴ 
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cannot take away death. No man has glory from eternity ; 
but Christ had. Christ was sinless; but no man isso. The 
flesh of no man is from heaven; but the flesh of Christ is. 
A man actuated by God, is not God ; but Christ is God.” * 
A better reason than any of these is given by Austin, who 
says, that ‘‘ no man was ever greater than Solomon, but 
Christ was so.” + Ambrose gives a curious reason why the 
father of Jesus should be a carpenter: ‘ It was,” he says, 
“to signify, that Christ was the Son of the Maker of all 
things.” 1 

It is the Gospel of John that has always furnished the 
greatest number of proofs of the divinity of Christ, though 
it is remarkable, that in none of the Gospels are there more 
evident proofs of his proper humanity. But of these no 
account was made, because they were only considered as 
proving what was never denied, viz. that Christ had human 
nature. Epiphanius proves the divinity of Christ from the 
Father being called the ght, and the Son ‘ the true light.” § 
John the Baptist said, [John i. 30,] “« After me cometh a 
man,” who “ was before me.” ‘ Here,” says Theodoret, 
“both the humanity and the divinity of Christ are taught.” || 

That it was Christ who spake both in the prophets and in 
the gospel, Ambrose proves from our Saviour’s own words : 
‘‘ In foretelling the gospel by Isaiah, | who spake am pre- 


* Ουδεις ανϑρωπων πρὸ τῶν amvoy exer δοξαν" ριςτος δὲ εχει.---Ὁ εξ ὦμαρτιας σωζων, 
ὑπερ ἁμαρτιαν ecw’ και σωζει Χριςτος" δδεις δὲ avd pwmwy ὕπερ ἁμαρτιῶν" οὐκ apa ays paras 
ὃ Xpisog.—Ovdevos avdpore ἡ σαρξ εξ δρανου λελεχται" Χρις-8 de ἡ σαρξ εξ epavou ειρηται. 
AvSpwmos ὕπο Θεοῦ ἐνεργϑμενος, ov Θεὸς, σώμα δὲ συναῴδεν Θεῷ, Θεὸς. eos δὲ ὁ Χριςος. 
—Tlas ανῶρωπος ὑπο Savarov, καὶ edesg ὑπο Savatoy ὧν, κατώργει “ανῶτον. Opera, II. 
Ρ. 248. (P.) . 

+ “Salomoni citm sapientiam ἃ Deo postulasset, responsum ἃ Domino est: Ecce 

dedi tibi, inquit, cor sapiens et prudens, quale non fuit ante te, et post te non 
exurget vir similis tibi. Quid dicemus, verum est quod promisit Deus? Imo 
verum est. Nemo ergohominum similis erit Salomoni. Et quid videbit de Christo, 
qui inter cetera, Regina, inquit, austri venit ab ullimis terre audire sapientiam 
Salomonis? Et ecce plus Salomone hic. Nunc elige cui credas, Photine, Deo an 
Christo, Patri an Filio? Si Patri credis, arguis Filium: Si Filio’credis, accusas 
Patrem. Si enim homo tantum est Christus frustra se preeposuit Salomoni contra 
promissum Dei.” Questiones, Ex. T. J. Opera, 1V. p. 763. (P.) 
» 1 Non alienum etiam videtur ut qua ratione fabrum patrem habuerit, decla- 
remus. Hoc enim typo eum patrem sibi esse demonstrat qui fabricator omnium 
condidit mundum, juxta quod scriptum est, In principio fecit Deus ccelum et terram.” 
In Lue. iii. Opera, 1. p. 42. (P.) 

§ Καὶ ὅρα μοι τὴν των γραῴων ἀκριδειαν" ect μὲν yap πτατὴρ φως, και ov προσκειῖαι τῷ 
περι War pos, φως αληδινον" ewes δὲ τῷ ὥΈρι Ui8 εἰπε, ws ἀληδινον, Kat οὐδεὶς τολμα 
αλλως Aeyew. Ancoratus, Sect. iii. Opera, Il. p. 8. (P.) 

{| Και ὁ refov δε ὅμωνυμος eboa Aeyw" Οπίσω jae ερχεῖωι ἀνὴρ, ὃς eumpoodey μι γεγόνεν, 
ὅτι πρωτὸς μου yy’ καὶ To ἕν πρόσωπον δειξας ἀμφοτερα τεϑηκε, καὶ τῶ NEM, κῶι τὰ aya pw~ 
πινα" ανϑρωπινον μεν γαρ, καὶ TO, ἀνὴρ καὶ τὸ, ερχετῶι" Very δὲ To ὅτι τῦρωτος μου yy" ἀλλ᾽ 
ὅμως οὐκ αλλον aide τὸν ὀπίσω ἐρχόμενον, κα! GAAGY τὸν προ αὐτου οντα. Epist. Ixxxiii. 


Opera, IV. p. 1149, ed. Hale. (P.) 
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sent; (Js. liv., John xvi. ;) that is, Lam present in the gospel, 
who spake in the law.” * 

What John [x. 30] represents our Saviour as saying, “ I 
and my Father are one,” and which had been urged by the 
Sabellians against those who were then deemed orthodox, 
was now most strenuously urged by the orthodox, in a more 
advanced state of the controversy, as a clear proof of Christ 
having proper divinity as well as the Father; and at the same 
time, that they did not.make éwo Gods. 

Origen, interpreting this text, observes, ‘ that the Father 


aad Son are two hypostases, but one in unanimity, harmony, 
and will.” + 

This text is urged by Novatian;+ but Hilary makes it 
to be heretical to interpret this text to mean unity of con- 
sent, or harmony, and not sameness of nature.§ Ambrose 
refines upon it, taking notice, that our Saviour places himself 
before his Father, ‘ Lest it should be imagined that he was 
inferior to him; whereas it could not be supposed that the 
Father was inferior to the Son.” {| But what is more extra- 
ordinary than even this, advantage is taken by Baszdof Christ’s 
saying, ‘* My Father is greater than I” [John xiv. 28]. “It 
is,” says he, “a proof that they are both of the same nature, 
because things of a different nature are not so compared.” 4] 

Eusebius retained something of the old ideas on this sub- 
ject, when he said that the Father and Son are one by a 


* « Atque ut scias, imperator Auguste, Christum esse qui Joquutus est et in pro- 
pheta et in evangelio, tanquam in pradestinatione evangelii per Esaiam dicit: Ipse 
qui loquebar adsum : hoc est, adsum in evangelio, qui loquebar in lege.” De Fide, 
L.. ii. C. 111. Opera, IV. p. 154. (PY) 

+ Θρησκευομεν ev τὸν walepa τῆς αληδειας, Kas τὸν ὗιον τὴν αληδειῶν, ovta δυο τῇ 
ὑποςάσει τραγμᾶτα, εν δὲ TH ὁμονοίᾳ, καὶ TH συμφωνιᾳ, καὶ TH ταυτόοτηῖι Te βοληματῷθ.». 
Contra Celsum, 1. viii. p. 386, (P.) 

t “ Si homo tantummodo Christus, quid est, quod ait, Ego et Pater unum sumus? 
Quomodo enim ego et Pater unum sumus, si uon et Deus est et Filius? Qui idcirco 
unum potest dici dum ex ipso est, et dum Filius ejus est, et dum ex ipso nascitur, 
dam ex ipso processisse reperitur, per quod et Deus est.” C. xv. p.52.  (P.) 

§ “ Heee igitur quia heretici vegare von possunt, quippe cum sint tum absolute 
dicta atque intellecta: tamen stultissimo tmpietatis suze mendacio negando cor- 
rumpunt. Id enim quod ait, Ego et Pater unum sumus, tentant ad unanimitatis 
referre consensum, ut voluntatis in his unitas sit, non nature; id est, ut non per 
id quod idem sunt, sed per id quod idem volunt, Ynum sunt.” De Trinit. L. viii. 
p- 162. (Ρ.) 

||  Pulchre etiam illud pramisit, Ego et Pater. Nam si Patrem pramisisset, 
tu minorem Filium judicares: sed proemisit Filium, quem non convenit credi Patre 
superiorem.” Hexameron, L, vi. C. vii. Opera, 1. p. 94. (P.) 

4 Καὶ wakw ὁ waryp pa μείζων μ8 ese’ κεχρήναι yap nas τϑῳ τῳ pale TH αχαριςαὰ 
κσισματα, τὰ τῇ Wovepa γεννηματα᾽ eyw be καὶ ex ταυΐης τῆς φωνῆς, TO ὅμοθσιον εἰνῶι τὸν 
iv τῳ Warps OnherTas τεπις εὐκα᾿ τὰς yap συγκρισεις oie κυριως επι τῶν τῆς ALI NS φυσεως 
γινομένας" ayledov yap aylehe λέγομεν μείζονα, καὶ ανῶρωπον ἀνρωπθ δικαιότερον, καὶ 
ττήνον wWryve ταχυϊερον᾽ εἰ τοινυν ds συγκρίσεις ἐπι τῶν ὁμιοειδων γινονται" μείζων δὲ κατὰ 
συνκρισιν εἰρηται ὃ πατὴρ TH Vie, ὅμοθσιος τῳ Warps ovis. Epist. exli. Opera, III. p. 


167. (P.) 
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communication of the glory which he imparted to his dis- 
ciples. For thus they also might be admitted into this 
unity.* 

I shall now proceed to note a few proofs of the divinity of 
Christ from the apostolic epistles. Paul is supposed to say,t 
that Christ was “" God over all, blessed for ever,” Rom. ix. 5. 
This is observed by Novatzan, + and many others. Gregory 
the Great says, that ““ Paul alludes to the Trinity, in Rom. 
xi. 36, of him, and by him, and in him, are all things.” § 

Both Eusebius and Jerome quote Gal. 1. 12, 1] recewed not 
my doctrine from man, as a proof that Christ, from whom he 
did receive his gospel, was more than man.”’ || 

Eph. iv. 10, “Ης that descended, is the same also that 
ascended,” is urged by Jerome against Ebzon and Photenus.4] 
Lactantius proves that Christ is both God and man, from his 
being called, [1 Tam. ii. 5,] the ““ Mediator between God 
and men.” ** Origen applies to Christ, Rev. i. 8: “lam 
the beginning and the ending.” tt Chrysostom proves that 


Christ is equal to the Father from Christ’s saying, [John xiv. 


23,| Land my Father will come, and take up our abode with 
him. ‘ Did ever,” he says, “ἃ deputy say concerning his 
king, Z and my king give orders 2” tt 


* 'Ουτως ev ἕν εἰσιν ὃ πατὴρ καὶ ὃ ὕιος, KaTA THY Κοινωνίοιν τῆς δοξης, ἧς τοις αὐτῇ 
parnrass weladides τῆς αὐτῆς ἕνωσεως, καὶ αὐτὸς “bie. Lc. Theol. L. iil. ΟΣ 1x. ps 
193. (P.) 

+ See Vol. XLV. pp. 233, 234. “ The French Editor" of Abauzit says, that in 
the ancient copies, the reading was simply this: ‘Of whom is, according to the 
flesh, Christ, who is blessed above all for ever and ever.” Abauzit’s Miscellanies, 
1774, pp. 123, 124. See ibid. pp. 123—143. 

{ Cap. xiii. p. 48. (P.) 

§ “ Paulus quoque ut operationem sanctze Trinitatis ostenderet, ait: Ex ipso et 
per ipsum, et in ipso sunt omnia, atque ut unitatem ejusdem Trinitatis intimaret, 
protinus addidit: Ipsi gloria in secula seculorum, amen.” In Job. C. xxviii. 
Opera, p. 174, B. (P.) 

|| Kat προΐων, τοις aurots EXEYEY, ὅτι, To evarySeAuov μΜ8, τὸ eval ἐλισῶεν εἰς ὕμας, εκ 
gk κατὰ ανϑρωπον, ede eyw Wapa ανϑρωπϑ wapehabay αὐτο, ουδὲ εδιδαχην, ἀλλα δι᾽ 
ὠὡποκώλυψεως Ince Xpice. Av ὧν, αὐδις, ὅτι μὴ ανρωπος ἣν ψιλος, Inoes Χριςος τσαρις. 
Contra Marcel. L. i. p. 7. 

«¢ Ex hoc loco Ebionis et Photini dogma conteritur : quod Deus sit Christus, et 
non tantum bomo.” Jerome in Gal. C.i. Opera, VI. p. 122. _ (P.) 

4 ‘ Hic locus adversum Ebionem et Photinum vel maxime facit. Si enim ipse 
est ascendens in ccelos, qui de ceelis ante descenderat, quomodo Dominus hoster 
Jesus Christus non ante Mariam est, sed post Mariam.” In Eph, C. iv. Opera, 
VI. p. 178. (P.) 

** «ὁ Unde illum Greeci μεσίτὴν vocant; ut hominem perducere ad Deum posset, 
id est, ad immortalitatem: quia si Deus tantum fuisset (ut supra dictum est) 
exempla virtutis homini praebere non posset ; si homo tantum, non posset bomines 
ad justitiam cogere, nisi auctoritas, ac virtus homine major accederet.”  Jnstit. 
L. iv. Sect. xxv. Opera, p. 430. (PJ 

tt Comment. IL. p. 19. (PD) 

ΤΙ Ex ἐτολμησεν εἰπεῖν emapyoc wept βασιλέως, ὅτι Eyw καὶ ὁ βάσιλευς διατώσσομεν 5 


Ser. ἵν. Opera, VI. p. 8ὅ. (PD 
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SECTION ΠΙ. 


Answers to Objections. 


Tue reader will be pleased to see in what manner th 
orthodox fathers replied to the principal objections made to 
their doctrine by the heretics of that early age; and there- 
fore, besides what may be collected to this purpose from 
other parts of this work, 1 shall in this place subjoin a few 
other passages. 

One of the principal objections to the divinity of Christ 
was his being so frequently called a man. But, besides its 
being allowed that he was a man as well as God, which they 
say sufficiently justifies the language, the author of the Com- 
mentary on Matthew, which has been ascribed to Chrysostom, 
says, that ‘“* God the Father being called a man in our Sa- 
viour’s parable, shews that Christ being called a man is no 
objection to. his being God.” * 

Another formidable objection to the new doctrine of the 
divinity of Christ was, that the Father is called the one God. 
But Austen says, ‘© When Christ is called the one Lord, the 
Lordship of the Father is not denied; so when the Father 
is called the one God, the Deity of the Son is not denied.” 
Ambrose had said the same before him. Ὁ 

Our Saviour says concerning the Father, that he only is 
good, declining the appellation as applied to himself. ‘* But,” 
says Athanasius, ‘* our Saviour said that God only was good, 
because the person he was speaking to considered him asa 
man.” t~ Hilary also says, “* Christ would not have refused 
the appellation of good, if it had been offered to him as 
God.”§ But Austen is not content to reply to this as an 
objection ; he uses it as an argument in proof of the Trinity. 
“* Our Saviour,” says he, “did not say there is none good 


* “ Homo rex dicitur Deus Pater, qui punquam humanam suscepit formam: ut 
intelligamus quia nomen hominis prajudicium non facit divince suc nature.” lu 
Matt. xxii. Hom. xii. Opera, Vil. p. 919. (Ρ.) 

+ “ Sicut enim unum dicendo Dominum Jesum Christum Patrem Dominum nor 
negavit; ita unum dicendo Deum Patrum, ceque a deitatis veritate nec Vilium 
separavit.” L’xpositio Fidei, Opera, V. p. 514. (P.) 

1 Kas ὅταν reyes Ts με λεγεις wya tov; Βδεις ὠγαῖδος εἰ μὴ ὁ Θεος" συνωριθμησας ἕαυτον 
μετὰ των ανρωπων, χατὰ τὴν σάρκα Talo εἰπε, τῦρὸς τὸν vey τῷ προσελδοντος αὐτῳ᾽ ἔκεινὸς 
γὰρ avSpwmrov αυτὸν ἐνομιζε μόνον καὶ ov Θεὸν, Kas THlov exes τὸν vey ἡ ἀποκρισις' εἰ μὲν 
γαρ avS ρωπον" φησι, νομίζεις με, καὶ ov Θεὸν, μὴ μὲ λεγε wyarJoy* ov γαρ Cracpepes ἀνγῶρω- 
πιγῇ φύσει τὸ ayartov, αλλα Θεῳ. De Humana Natura, Opera, I. p. 509. (P.) 

§ “Nou respuit bonitatis nomen, si sibi hoc tauquam Deo deputaretur.” —L. ix. 
Ρ. 197. CP.) 
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but the Father; but there is none good but one, that is 
God; including himself, and the Holy Spirit, as well as the 
Father.” * This observation occurs several times in the 
works of Austin. 

The orthodox laid great stress on Christ’s being called 
“the Son of God,” as implying that he was of the same 
nature with God the Father, and therefore that he was pro- 
perly God of God. To this the Unitarians replied, that good 
men are frequently called ‘the sons of God,” as well as 
Christ. But the universal answer to this objection was that 
of Jerome: ‘ Christ is the Son of God by nature, but we by 
adoption.” ¢ 

It was alleged by the Unztarzans, as a proof that Christ 
was inferior to the Father, that he is said to have been sent 
by him, as if he was subject to his authority. But Ambrose 
says, ‘* The person sent is not always inferior to him that 
sends him; for then Christ would be inferior to Pilate, who 
sent him to Herod.” + To this, Gennadzus adds, that “ an 
angel was sent by Tobiah.’’§ 

To come forth from the Father might be interpreted to 
mean nothing more than being sent by the Father, as other pro- 
phets were. But Ailary, taking advantage of the literal mean- 
ing of the word, says, “ΤῸ come from the Father, and to 
come out of God, do not mean the same things. They 
differ as much as to be born, and to be present; since the one 
is to come from God in his nativity, and the other to come 
from the Father into the world, for the salvation of men.” || 

The Unitarians always laid great stress on Christ’s calling 
the Father the one true God. What answer Tertullian made 
to this objection we have seen already, viz. that the one God - 
was the original title of the Father before he had a Son, and 
therefore, that his having a Son could not deprive him of it. 
But the general answer was that of Epiphanius, viz. ‘ That 


* Ideo non ait nemo bonus nisi solus Pater, sed nemo bonus nisi solus Deus; in 
Patris enim nomine ipse per se Pater pronunciatur, in Dei vero et ipse et Filius et 
Spiritus Sanctus, quia Trinitas unus Deus.” De Trinitate, L. v. C. viii. Opera, 
Lf. p. 320. (P.) 

+ “ Et ille quidem natura Filius est, nos vero adoptione.” In Eph. C, i. Opera, 
Vil 1625) 

1 “ Esto tamen, minor sit qui mittitur, eo ἃ quo mittitur, ergo et Pilato minor 
Christus, quoniam Pilatus misit eum ad Herodem.” De Fide, L. v.C. iii. pera, 
IV.p.191. (P.) 

§ “ Sicut legimus angelum esse missum ἃ Tobia, et Christus missus est ἃ Pilato 
ad Herodem.” ib. Pat. V. p. 445. (P.) 5 

{| “ A Patre enim venisse, et ἃ Deo exisse, non est significationis ejusdem: et 
quantum interest inter nasci et adesse tantum ἃ se uterque sermo discernitur ; cum 
aliud sit ἃ Deo in substantia nativitatis exisse, aliud sit ἃ Patre in hunc mundum, 
ad consummanda salutis nostra sacramenta, venisse.” L. vi.p. 118. (P.) 
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the Father is called the one true God, in opposition to the 
Gods of the Heathens.”* On this subject Jerome farther 
observes, that ‘‘ Christ is also called the true God 1 John 
v. 20: * We are in him that is true,—this is the true God, 
and eternal life.’” + But Austen even proves the divinity of 
Christ from this text; for he says it ought to be read, 
“That they may know thee, and Jesus Christ whom thou 
hast sent, to be the true God.” + 

It was objected to the doctrine of the divinity of Christ 
that he said, he could do nothing of himself. But Isedore of 
Pelusium says, that ‘‘ this intimated not his weakness but 
his strength, as it shewed that he would do nothing contrary 
to his Father,” (meaning, no doubt, that it was in his 
power,) ‘as he had fallen under a suspicion of being the 
antagonist of God, and of appropriating glory to himself.” § 

It was objected to the divinity of Christ, that he prayed to 
the Father, as one who was dependent upon him. The 
general answer to this objection is thus expressed by Damas- 
cenus: ‘“* Christ being personally united to God, has no need 
of that ascent of the mind to God in which prayer consists ; 
but having taken human nature upon him he shewed us a 
pattern of what was proper for us to do.” || ‘* The glory 
that Christ prayed for,” says Hilary, ‘‘ was not for the word, 
but for the flesh.”] But Ruffinus says, “ Christ was pray- 


* Ey τῷ ey εἰπεῖν τὸν μόνον αληΐδινον Θεὸν, εἰς μοναρχειαν ἧμας ἠγαγεν" iva μήκετι ὑπο 
τα ςοιχεια Te κοσμΒ wey δεδϑλωμενοι, Iva μὴ Worvteaa ev ἥμιν etsy. Sect. ii. Opera, 
Il. p.7- (P.) 

+ “Non secundum errorem Arianorum referimus ad personam tantum Dei 
Patris de quo scriptum est: Ut cognoscant te solum verum Deum, et quem misisti 
Jesum Christum: sed ad Filium, qui et ipse verus Deus est, dicente evangelista 
Johanne; Venit Filius Dei et dedit nobis mentem, ut cognascamus verum, et simus 
iu vero Filio ejus Jesu Christo, Iste est verus Deus et vita eterna.” Opera, IV. 
p- 219. (P.) aes 

τ “ Ut hee sit sententia, te, et quem misisti Jesum Christum, cognoscant unum 
verum Deum.” Epist. clxxiv. Opera, ll. 0.785. (P.) Some modern T'rinitarians 
have advocated this sense of the passage. Yet see Vol. XIV. p. 435, Notes. 

§ To yap, ov δυναῖαι ὁ ting waiver ap’ ἑαυθ aber, ax ασϑενειαν αὖθ κατήγορει, ara 
και μεγιςὴν ῥωμην, ὅτι ἀνεπιδεκῖος est Fe ἐναντίον TI τῷ WaTps ποιειν᾽ ἐπειδὴ yap ὑπωπ- 
τευεῖο wap’ αυτων ὥς ἀντιδεος, καὶ ἀλλοτρίαν σφετεριζόμενος δοξαν, τοῖο εφη. Lp. L. iii. 

. 387. (P.) 
᾿ ! “ Οταῖῖο est mentis ad Deum ascensus: aut eorum a Deo postulatio, que 
postulare convenit. Qui ergo fiebat, ut Dominus in Lazari suscitatione, ac 
passionis tempore, preces adhiberet? Neque enim sancta ipsius mens ascen- 
sione ad Deum opus habebat, quippe que simul Deo personaliter unita esset : 
nec rursus ei opus erat, ut quicquam ἃ Deo postularet. Unus enim Christus est. 
Nimirum igitur id cause erat, quod personam nostram sibi adscisceret, atque id 
quod nostrum erat, in seipso exprimeret, seque exemplar nobis preberet, nosque ἃ 
Deo postulare, mentesque ad eum erigere doceret.” Orthod. Fid. L. iii. C. xxiii. 
p- 426. (P.) 

«| “ Gloria enim omnis non verbo, sed carni acquirebatur.” L.v. p. 911. (P.) 
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ing for his body the Church, when he said, ‘ My God, my 
God, why has thou forsaken me ?’” * 

Our Saviour expressly says that his Father was greater 
than he. But this was generally explained by saying, that 
he referred to his human nature only. This is the reply of 
Athanasius, who says, that, ““ being the logos of the Father, 
he was at the same time equal to him.”+ But Epiphanius 
intimates that our Saviour said this as a mere compliment to 
the Father, such as became ason to make.t In the Anco- 
ratus, he says, it was to prove that Christ was the genuine 
Son of the Father.§ 

What Paul says concerning the subjection of Christ to the 
Father, who “ put all things under his feet,” (1 Cor. xv. 97.) 
was made an objection to the Tranztarians, as implying that 
Christ was certainly inferior to the Father, and that his 
kingdom was to have an end. ‘“ Very many,” says Hilary, 
‘think that when all things are subjected to him, Christ 
will be subject to God; that on account of this subjection 
he is not God.” || Of this difficulty many solutions were 
proposed, and some of them curious enough. 

Chrysostom says, that ‘‘ when Paul spake of the subjection 
of the Son to the Father, he was afraid lest some unreasonable 
persons should imagine either that the Son was greater than 
the Father, or that there was another unbegotten principle 
(αρχη). 4 Damani says, that “ to deliver up the kingdom 
to God even the Father, means bringing men to contemplate 
the Father.” ** Gregory Nyssen says, that ““ the subjection 
of Christ to the Father means the subjection of the body of 
Christ, which is his church.” tf He afterwards says, “ his 


* « Suscepit mortem pro nobis, et nos fecit corpus suum, pro quo orat ad 
Patrem, cum dicit, Deus, Deus meus, respice in me, quare me dereliquisti?” In 
Ps. xxi. Opera, 11. p. 45. (P.) 

+ Και ὅτε λεγει, 6 watnp μ8 ὃ σεμψας με μείζων oe Eciv, emer aN pwmos γεγόνεν, μείζω 
αὐτϑ λεγει τὸν WaTEpa’ λογὸς δὲ wy Te τσῶτρος, ἰσὸς αὐτϑ Ect. De Humana Natura, 
Opera, |. Ὁ. 5907. (P.) 

t Tin yao ἔπρεπε δοξαΐζειν ἰδιον warepa adhe τῷ γνησίῳ tig. Heer. Ixii. Opera, I. 
ρ. 516. (P.) 

§ Eder yap αληΐως τὸν γνησιον ὅδιον τιμᾷν τὸν ιδιον warepa® iva δειξῃ τὴν γνησιοτήτα. 
Ancoratus, Opera, ll. p. 25. (}.) 

\| ““ Plerique enim ita volunt, ut aut dam subjectis omnibus Deo subjicitur, per 
conditionem subjectionis Deus non sit.” De T'rinitate, L. xi. p. 282. (P-) 

4 Eqobydy λοιπὸν μὴ dia τ87ο δοξῃ wapa τισι των ὠλογοτερῶν, ἢ μείζων εἰναι τϑ πσαῖρος 
ὁ duoc, ἡ ἕτερα τις ἀρχὴ ἀγεννηῖος. In 1 Cor. xv. Opera, IX. p. 680. (P.) 

** « Cum tradere regnum Deo Patri nihil aliud sit jaxta sobrium intellectum, 
nisi perducere credentes ad contemplandam speciem Dei Patris.” Epist. Bib. Pat. 
App. p. 485. (P.) ; 

+t Καὶ δυτως ἡ Te σωματὸος Tele ὑποταάγη, αὐτῷ λεγετῶι Eat Te ULE ὑποταγὴ, TB 
ανακεκρῶμενθ πρὸς Te ἰδιον σωμῶ, ὅπερ ecw ἡ ἐκκλησια. In 1 Cor. xv. 28, Opera, I. 


p. 847. (P.) 
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body is all human nature, with which he is mixed.” * This 
last idea will receive some illustration from what I have 
observed with respect to the supposed wse of the incarnation 
of the logos. 

However, it was the general opinion of the fathers, that 
Christ will not cease to reign when all things shall be put 
under him. usebius says, “ Christ does not cease to reign 
when he delivers the kingdom to God the Father.” ¢ Jerome 
says, “" Christ will rather begin than cease to reign, when his 
enemies shall be put under his feet,” { meaning, probably, 
_ that all obstacles would then be removed, and that he would 
reign in peace; and in this, many of the moderns concur 
with him. 

The orthodox were not a little embarrassed with Christ’s 
saying, that places at his right hand and at his left, were not 
his to give, but that they would be bestowed as his Father 
pleased. Basil of Seleucia says, “" This is to be understood 
as if he had said, You are not worthy to receive it; shew 
me your deserts, and then I will shew my power.”§ To 
the same purpose, Cyril of Alexandria says, that “ those 
places were not to be given at all, but were to be the reward 
of merit.” || 

After this fair exhibition of the doctrine of the Trenity 
from the writers of the age in which it was advanced ; having 
seen the absurdity of the principles from which it originated, 
and the still greater absurdities into whiclr it was afterwards 
carried ; and also after seeing the wretched illustrations, and 
miserable defences that were made of it, can we wonder at 
its being sometimes treated with ridicule, and sometimes 
regarded with abhorrence, by the Unitarians of that age ; 
or that it should have exposed Christianity to the derision of 
unbelievers, notwithstanding it was originally caculated to 


* Soma be avre, natws εἰρηται πολλάκις, Wasa 4 avIpwrivy φυσις, ἡ κατεμιχϑη. 
In 1 Cor. xv. 28, Opera, |. p. 849. (P.) 

t+ Βασιλευων be role 6 biog te Θεου, Tes ὑπ᾽ avTw βασιλευομενες πταντὰς, Tw αὖυτϑ Wapa- 
δωσει wath, ov παυσάμενος τῆς βασιλειας, 83 ἀναχωρων αὐτῆς. Lc. Theol. L. iii. C. 
xvi. p. 187. (P.) 

Τ ‘“ Num quid tamdiu regnaturus est Dominus, donec incipiant esse inimici sub 
pedibus ejus; et postquam illi sub pedibus fuerint, regnare desistet, cum utique 
tunc magis regnare incipiet, cum inimici c@perint esse sub pedibus.” Ad Helvid. 
Opera, 11. p. 311. CP) 

§ Kas νυν λέγεις, en esi ἐμὸν Savas; dia τι; ἐπειδὴ τῆς τὸ λαμβάνοντος abias, ov τῆς 
τὰ διδοντος εξεσιας μονὸν To δωρον᾽ καμάτων ary ὃ ὥρονος, ov φιλοτιμίας To χαρισμι' εκ ἢ 
κατορσωματων ὃ Spoves, ex εξ αἰτήσεως ἡ δοσις" δειξον μοι τὴν σὴν αξιαν, καὶ βλεπε τὴν 
ἐμὴν εξεσιαν. Or. xxiv. Opera, p. 135. (P.) 

|| “ Non est meum dare: non enim certandi munera sic mihi proposita sant ut 
velim petentibus dare quibuscunque, sed illis solum qui certando superabunt.” 
Thesaurus, L, x. C. vy, Opera, 11. p. 800. (P.) 
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gain over the more philosophical part of them? The orthodox 
made heavy complaints on this subject, of which several 
specimens have been given already. They particularly say, 
that they did not know how to speak of Christ without 
giving an advantage to some or other of their adversaries. 
“If Christ,” says Jerome, ““ be called a man, Ebion and 
Photinus take the advantage; if he be called a god, Manes 
and Marcion.” * 

‘“‘ With respect to the divinity of Christ,” says Photius, 
“ἐ to acknowledge three essences is Polytheism, and conse- 
quently Atheism; and to assert one hypostasis, is Judaism 
and Sabellianism. And with respect to his humanity, to 
say there is one nature and one hypostasis, is Manichzeism ; 
and to say that there are two natures and two hypostases, 
is Paulianism.” + 

The orthodox were charged with holding different opinions 
concerning the Trinity, and a great variety of such opinions 
have been exhibited. Gregory Nazianzen denies this, and 
says, that ““ the difference in other things, which he allows, 
was not so great as their adversaries pretended; that they 
were in part composed, and would be entirely so.”+ They 
were, however, no farther composed than the authority of 
councils, and that of the civil powers, were able to do it; 
and this prophecy concerning the total cessation of those 
differences has never been fulfilled, nor is there any prospect 
that it ever will. 

From the very beginning it has been seen that the orthodox 
were charged with making more Gods than one. This 
appears by the apologies which all the orthodox writers 
make on this subject. Among others, see Novatean.§ -And 
this complaint continued till the latest periods, and appears 
not to have been less after the Council of Mece than before. 


* «Si Christum fateafur hominem, Ebion Photinusque subrepunt; si Deum esse 
contenderit, Manichzus et Marcion.” In Gal. C.i. Opera, V1. p. 120. (P.) 

t Ὥσπερ emi τῆς Secroyias, καὶ TO, τρεις ὅμολογειν Boras, τολυθεον καὶ δια το αἴδεον" 
καὶ τὸ may λέγειν ὕποςασιν, ledamcoy και Σαξελλιον᾽ outTw καὶ emt τῆς οἰκονομιῶς, τὸ TE 
paay φυσιν φρονειν και μιαν ὑποςασιν Μανιχαῖΐκον nar ἀποξλητον" καὶ τὸ δυο φυσεις, καὶ δυο 
ὑποςασεις, Παυλιανιςον καὶ μισοχριςτον. Wpist.p.95. (P.) 

{ Ov yap wep: “εοτηῖος διηνεχϑημιεν, αλλ᾽ ὕπερ εὐταξίας ἡγωνισαμεθα,, ed ὅποτεραν δει 
τῶν ἀσεξειων ἐλεσαι μαλλον ἡμφισξητήσωμεν, εἰτε τὴν συναι ρϑσαν Θεὸν, ἡ τὴν τεμνδσαν" 
ELTE τὸ WVEVIAG μονον ἀπὸ τῆς “ειῆς BTLAG, ELTE τὸν ὗιον Thos TH τυνευμαῖι, τὴν μιᾶν μοιραν, 
ἡ τᾶς δυο τῆς ἀσεδειας" tava yap ὡς ev χεφαλαιῳ περιλαξειν, τα γυν αρῥωςἡματα.---Αλλ᾽ 
ὑπερ μὲν δεοτητος, συμῴρονθμεν TE καὶ συμξαινομεν, BY ἡτον ἢ πον ἑαυτὴν ἡ “εοτης" 
(es μὴ μεγα τϑῖο εἰπειν) καὶ γεγοναμεν.---Αλλα δὲ ecw ὕπερ ὧν διηνεχσήμεν" KAKWS μεν καὶ 
σερι TROY, οὐ yap ἀρνήησομῶι. Ta μεν ουν ἥμετερα ἥμεις εν ἥμιν ἀυτοις καὶ διαλελυμεθα 
καὶ διωλυσομεθα. Eyo τῆς εἰρήνης eylutys, ὃ μίπκρος τ τοσθτα πρώγμῶτος. Or. xiii. 
Opera, p. 207. (P.) 

δ “ Et imprimis illud retorquendum in istos qui duorum nobis Deorum contro- 
versiam facere prasumunt.” Cap, xxx. p, 118, (P.) 
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Basil says, ‘“« We are accused of blasphemy against God.” * 
There is extant, a whole tract of Baszl’s against those who 
calumniated the orthodox, on account of their worshipping 
three Gods. + 

Gregory Nyssen complains, that he and his friends were 
ἐς accused of preaching three Gods ; that this accusation was 
sounded in the ears of the multitude, and made to appear 
very plausible to them.” + 

In a Commentary on the Book of Job, published among 
the works of Origen, but written probably by some Arian, 
we have heavy complaints of the Trinitarian doctrine, called 
the heresy of three Gods, as a type of which the devil made 
three horns, or three bands, to plunder Job. It has, he says, 
filled the whole world, as with darkness. ὃ 

The writer of the Homilies on Matthew, falsely ascribed 
to Chrysostom, frequently inveighs against the doctrine of 
the Trinity ; speaking of it as the heresy foretold by Christ 
to overspread the world, under the emblem of brzars and 
thorns; and. alluding to the word tribudus, he calls it ‘ the 
triangular heresy.” || 

Nor were the Heathens less backward than the Christians 
to upbraid the orthodox fathers with their own Polytheism, 
while they pretended to reclaim them from theirs. The 
Heathens, acccording to Chrysostom, would say to them, 
“ Who is this Father, who is this Son, or this Holy Spirit ? 
Do not you make three Gods, while you accuse us of 
Polytheism ?” 4 

In ridicule of the Christian doctrine of the.Trinity, one of 
the speakers in Lucian’s Philopatris, bidding the other to 
swear “ by the Supreme God, by the Son of the Father, 


« Ἐγκαλεμεθα yap τὴν εἰς Θεον βλασφημίαν. Epist. Ixxix. Opera, III. p. 140. (P.) 

+ Om, xxviii. Opera, |. p. 534. (P.) 

1 Τρεις Θεοὺς πρεσξευεσῖαι παρ᾿ ἥμων αἰτιωνται, καὶ ττεριήχϑσι TAS ἀκοὰς τῶν πσολλὼν, 
και widaves κατασκευαζονῖες τὴν διαξολην ταυην, οὐ πσανονται. De Trinitate, II. p. 
439. (P.) 

δ “ Tria cornua fecit diabolus in typum atque figuram trionyme sect, triumque 
Deorum heresis, que univresum orbem terra in modum tenebrarum replevit, que 
Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum aliguando tres colit, nonnunquam unum 
adorat, quemadmodum Grrecorum lingua memoratur: triada vel homousion. 
Istam ergo Trinitatis sectam et heresim atque in fidelitatem jam olim de longe 
designans versutissimus ille diabolus tria cornua misit ad Job depraedandum, sic 
namque etiam nunc memorata trionyma hceresis, praesertim pracdatur atque expug- 
nat ecclesiam.” LL. i. Opera, |. p. 393. (P,) 

 “ Et verum est quidem, quia spinas et tribulos omnes iniquos bzreticos appel- 
lavit: tamen forsitan sciens Dominus hanc heresim esse preevalituram pre omnibus 
tribulos eos appellavit, quasi Trinitatis professores, et triaugulam impietatem in sua 
perfidia bajulantes.” Hom. xix. p. 842. (P.) 

41 Αν τοινὺν ἐρηται τις “EDAnvay τις wore ἐς» ὅυτος 6 waryp, Τὶς δὲ ὃ vias; Τὶς δὲ τὸ 
πνευμᾶ τὸ ὧγιον; Ἡ was και ὕμεις τρεῖς λεγηνῖες Θεθς ἡμιν ἐγκαλειτε πολυθείαν,; In Jo- 
han. i. Opera, VAIL. p.91. (P.) 
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and by the Spirit proceeding from the Father, one out of three, 
and three out of one, and to consider it as being Jupiter ;” 
the other answers, ‘© You make me have recourse to numer- 
ation, and give me an arithmetical oath—I know not what 
you say, one three, and three one.”’* 

Julian who had himself been educated a Christian, and 
was acquainted with the Scriptures, charges the orthodox 
with grossly misrepresenting them, in order to make out 
their favourite doctrine of the divinity of Christ. To shew 
in what light he considered their conduct, 1 shall quote 
several passages from his writings. ‘* Moses,” he says, 
‘taught one only God, and said, that he had many sons, to 
whom the countries were distributed ; but no only-begotten 
Son, no God the logos, such as you afterwards falsely sub- 
stituted. This he neither knew from the first, nor taught.” + 
<< If he would have no one to be worshipped, why do you 
worship his Son, and one whom he never considered as his 
proper Son, as I can easily shew? But you, I do not know 
how, have obtruded him.” + 

He reproaches the Christians with calling Jesus the logos 
of God.§ Speaking to them he says, “ You are so unfor- 
tunate as not to abide by what was taught by the apostles, 
but have added things that are worse, and more impious, to 
those that were held before. For neither Paul, nor Matthew, 
nor Luke, nor Mark, dared to call Jesus God, but only that 
good man John.” || 

He tells us that the doctrine of the divinity of Christ is 
not to be found in the Old Testament. Speaking of the 
prophecy of Isazah (vii. 4, &c.,) he says, ‘‘ He does not say 


* Καὶ τινὰ ἐπομοσωμαι γε; Tp. ὝΨψιμεδοντα Θεὸν, μέγαν, apbpolov, epavmva,—tioy 
WTP, WEL EK τᾶτρος ἐκπορευόμενον, EY EX τριῶν, καὶ εξ ἕνος τριῶ ταυ]ὰ νομιζε. 
Zyva τον δ᾽ rye Θεον. Kos. Αριθμεειν με διδασκεις, nas ορκος ἡ ἀριθμητικὴ" καὶ yap ἀριθ- 
μεεις ὡς Νικομῶχος ὃ γερασηνος" οὐκ ode, yap τι λέγεις, ἕν τριῶν Tow ἕν. Opera, II. p- 
998. (P.j On Philopatris, see Moyle's Works, 1. p. 292; Lardner, VIII. pp. 
76, 81. 

+ Ἕνα καὶ μόνον εδιδασκε Θεὸν, vias de avta πολλὲς τὸς κατανειμῶμενθς Ta εθνη" 
πρωτότοκον δὲ viov, ἡ Veov Avyov, ἡ τι τῶν ap’ ὕμων ὑςτερον ψευδως συντεθεντων de, ετε OE 
κατ᾽ ἀρχὴν, ovte εδιδωσκε φαγερως. Cyril contra Jul. Juliani, L. viii. Opera, Il. p. 
290. (P.J 

{ Er yap deve θελει wpoonuvercdar, τοῦ Yaoi τὸν ὗιον Tovloy ταροσκυνειῆε, nous ὃν EKELOG 
sdioy ovre ἐνόμισεν, ουθ᾽ ἡγησαῖο wwmote 5 καὶ δειξω ye τουΊο ῥαδιως" ὕμεις de, οὐκ a0 ὅθεν, 
SmobAntoy avtw ποροςιθεῖε. Ibid. L..v. Opera, I]. p. 169. (P.) 

§ Και tovloy μεν των Seov οὐδένα wpockuvery τολμαῖε" dy δὲ ουτε ὕμεις ovle δι waleges 
pov ἑωρακασιν Iycowy ere χρήναι Seov Aoyoy ὕπαρχειν. Lpist. li. Opera, 1. Ρ. 484. (P-) 

|| ‘Ovla δὲ ece δυςυχεις, doe ουδὲ τοις ὕπο των ὡποςόλων ὕμιν τπσαραδεδομενοις ἐμμεμενη- 
καῖε, καὶ ταυΐα δὲ ἐπι τὸ χειρὸν καὶ δυσσεδες-ερον᾽ ὕπο τῶν ἐπιγινομένων ELeipyacNy, τὸν 
youy Inoey avje ΤΙαυλος elodpnoey simery Θεὸν, ovle MaZOcu@», avie Λουκας, ovle Μαρκίθ»" 
GN ὃ Konsos Ἰωαννῆς, αἰσϑϑομενίθ»» dq πολυ wAnIO» ἕαλωκος εν σσολλαις τῶν “Ἑλληνίδων 
καὶ Ἱταλιωϊιδων worewy ὑπο ταυΐης τῆς voce. Cyril contra Jul. L. x. Juliani Opera, 
If. p. 827. (P.) 
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that a virgin shall bring forth a god, but you always call 
Mary, the mother of God. Where does he say that he who 
shall be born of a virgin, shall be the only-begotten son of 
God, the first-born of all creation? As to what is said by 
John, “ All things were made by him, and without him was 
not any thing made that was made,’”’ can any person shew 
this in the prophets? But attend to what 1 can shew out 
of them. ‘O Lord God possess us, we know no other besides 
thee.” King Hezekiah is represented by them as praying, 
“Ὁ Lord God of Israel, who sittest upon the cherubim, thou 
art God alone.’ He leaves no room for any other.” * 

From this passage it is evident that Judzan understood the 
Scriptures much better than the orthodox fathers. But he 
was acquainted with Photinus, and therefore, must have 
known that adZ the Christians were not such absurd inter- 
preters of the Scriptures, or such favourers of Polytheism. 
But the public reproaches of Christianity must always fall 
on the most conspicuous professors of it, and those who, in 
consequence of having the countenance of government, will 
always be the most numerous. And while the absurd Poly- 
theism, the rise and progress of which 1 have described, 
had this great advantage, it set at equal defiance the indig- 
nation of the oppressed Unitarians, and the sneers of the 
unbelieving Heathens. 

After what has been exhibited in this work, we cannot 
wonder at the complaint of Ruffinus, who says, “* The Pagans 
are wont to object to us, that our religion, being deficient in 
reason, consists in the mere force of believing.” ¢ 

Having given so much attention to the doctrine of the 
Trinity ; having traced it from its rise; having followed it 
through all its variations, and seen what its original advocates 
were able to say in its defence, I shall in the next place 
invite my reader to give the same impartial attention to the 
history of the ancient Unitartans. This, however, will be 
attended with the melancholy reflection, that while the 
greatest and most alarming of all errors kept taking deeper 
root, and flourished under the protection of the wisdom and 


* Μη], Θεὸν φησιν ex τῆς wapbeve τεχθησεσδαι; Teoronoy δὲ ὕμεις ov waverde Μαριαν 
warevles ἡ μη we φησι τὸν εκ τῆς ττσάρθεν γεννώμενον ὗιον Θεου provoryern καὶ wpwllonoy 
Warns χτισεως; αλλα τὸ λεγόμενον ὑπο ἸωαννΒ᾽ ταντα δι’ dute ἐγενεῖο, και χωρις αυτϑ 
ἔγενετο ede ἕν" exes τις ev ταῖς πσροφητικαις δειξαι φωναις ; ἃ δὲ ἡμεις δείκνυμεν, εξ αυτων 
ἐχεινων ἕξης axeete. Κυριε 6 Θεὸς ἥμων χτησαι ἡμας, ἐκτὸς σθ αλλον οὐκ οιδαμεν" Wee 
ποιήται be wap avtwy και Ἕζεχιας ὁ βασιλεὺς εὐχόμενος. Κυριε ὁ Θεὸς Ἰσραηλ, 6 καθη- 
μένος ἐπὶ τῶν χερϑέξιμ, Tv εἰ 6 Θεὸς μονος" ants τῳ δευτέρῳ χατάλειπει χωραν. Cyril contra 
Julianum, L. viii. Juliani Opera, 11. p. 262. (P-) 

+ “ Pagani nobis objicere solent quod religio nostra, quia rationibus deficit, in 
sola credendi persuasione, cousistat.” In Symbol. p. 171, (P.) 
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power of the world, the simple truth of the Gospel was almost 
confined to the unlearned, who were first despised, and then 
cruelly persecuted ; till, in the age of ignorance, barbarity, and _ 
antichristian tyranny, that overspread the Christian world, 
it was nearly exterminated. A vigorous seed, however, 
remained alive; the Scriptures which taught that doctrine 
were not lost, and, in more favourable circumstances, ( pre- 
possessed as the minds of men were in favour of extraneous 
doctrines,) they came to be better understood ; and then the 
first, the greatest, and the clearest of all religious truths began 
to be perceived. Its advocates are now increasing every 
day;* so as to give us the glorious prospect of Unitarianism 
being in time the belief of all the Christian world. And this, 
we doubt not, will be followed by a still more glorious event, 
that of the whole world becoming Christian. + 


* « Tam sensible,” says Mr. Lindsey, “ that the plain religion of Jesus, stript 
of these mysterious, inexplicable doctrines, to which mankind have been so long 
wedded, is not likely to gain proselytes immediately. Too many are the more 
attached to them on account of their being hidden and obscure; imagining their 
faith to be thereby rendered more august and venerable; although it be a false 
grandeur which they admire. Christians must be better taught and informed, 
freer from violent, narrow, early prejudices against others of differing sentiments, 
and more simplified in their ideas, before the true Unitarian doctrine of the Scrip- 
tures can be generally received. Among those also who have more light and 
knowledge, many are found cautious and shy of producing it, and afraid, from 
different motives, good or otherwise, of disturbing other people's minds, and putting 
them upon inquiry, and judging for themselves.” 

“« And yet, notwithstanding these obstacles, there is abundant reason to rejoice, 
that the light of the knowledge of the glorious God, the great original, the sole 
creator, and benevolent author of all things, is breaking forth through the dark 
clouds that have hitherto so long intercepted it, and hindered nim from being seen 
by the followers of Christ as he really is; and that, within a century past, this 
great truth of revelation confirmed by nature’s still and secret voice, that Gon is 
One, one single Person, and not (distracting thought !) compounded of two or three 
Persons, has been imperceptibly making progress in the breasts of many among us; 
and, in the present day, to their honour, some are not afraid or ashamed to come 
forth and openly confess it.” Historical View, 1783, pp. 5---7. 

+ ΤΗΝ following Motto, on the Title-page of Vol. II. 1786, was omitted, supra, 
p- 186: 

“Vana Philosophorum verba, que in doctrinis Platonicis ecclesize parvulos 
interimebant.” Jerome. 
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THE HISTORY OF THE UNITARIAN DOCTRINE, 


Id verum quodcunque primum, id adulterum quodcunque posterius. 
‘TERTULLIAN. 


Ei μὲν ebedovtro πταντες, ed) ὃς τὸ ὀνόμα Tov Θεοῦ καὶ σωὔζηρος ἥμων Ιησου Χριςου 
επικεχληται, μῆδεν τῇ αλησειᾳ τοῦ εὐαγἴελιου τταρεγχώρειν, τῇ de παραδόσει των ἀποςόλων, 
καὶ τῇ ἀπλοΐη]ι τῆς Wisews ἐξαρκεισῆαι, οὐδὲν ἂν ἥμιν εδει λογων Ev τῳ πταροντι. 

Basit. 


> »--- 


INTRODUCTION. 


Arter the view that has been given of the rise and 
progress of the doctrine of the Trznzty, which sprung from 
the absurdity and mystery of Platonzsm, and terminated 
in a mystery still more unintelligible and absurd, in which 
every thing that is simple and excellent in Christianity was 
wholly swallowed up and lost, and a Polytheism little better 
than that of the Heathens took its place, (for the worship 
of Christ led to that of the Virgin Mary, and a thousand 
other persons, called sazués,) it is with peculiar satisfaction 
that 1 proceed to give an account of the doctrine of the - 
Divine Unity, or the History of Unitarianism. 

If 1 had not given what | imagine will appear to be a satis- 
factory account of the rise of Christean idolatry, it might 
have appeared a very extraordinary and unaccountable thing ; 
considering that the Jews, from whom the Christians sprung, 
were all zealous Unitarians in the time of our Saviour, and 
that they have continued such to this day. It even appears 
to have been the great object of the Jewish religion, as con- 
tained in the books of Moses, to preserve in the world the 
knowledge and worship of the one true God, notwithstand- 
ing the universal tendency to Polytheism among all nations 
in the early ages. 

The doctrine of one great omnipresent Being, the maker 
and the immediate governor of all things, was too great and 
sublime, I do not only say to have been discovered by man- 
kind, but even to be retained by any of them, after it was 


* Vol. Ill., 1786. 
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revealed, without particular provisions for that purpose. 
Though, I have no doubt, but that the first parents of the 
human race were instructed in the knowledge of the Divine 
Unity, their posterity soon adopted the notion of different 
gods, to whom they imagined the government of the world 
was delegated ; and their attention to these inferior deities, 
on whom they thought that they more immediately depended, 
withdrew their attention, as it naturally would, from the 
supreme God, under whom they at first supposed that these 
lesser gods had acted. Then, being left to their own ima- 
ginations with respect to the characters of these gods, and 
having no models by which to frame them besides beings 
like themselves, they presently conceived them to be of very 
different dispositions, some of them cruel and base, and 
others lewd; and of course delighting in cruel, base, and 
lewd actions. To procure the favour, or to avert the dis- 
pleasure of these gods, they would, therefore, practise many 
abominable, horrid, and atrocious rites. 

The religious ceremonies, and the general character and 
practice of the Heathen world, abundantly prove, that ido- 
Jatry was not a mere speculative mistake, a thing only 
foolish and absurd, but of a very serious and alarming nature ; 
and that it was therefore nothing that could be called jealousy 
in the true God, to take such extraordinary measures as the 
history of revelation represents him to have taken in order 
to cure mankind of their proneness to idolatrous worship. 
It was a part which it became the Supreme God, the bene- 
volent parent of all his offspring, to take, and what a regard 
to their own happiness required. The mischief was of so 
alarming a nature, that the greatest severities were necessary, 
and therefore proper, to be employed for this purpose; and 
they must know nothing of the nature and tendency of 
the ancient idolatry, who find any thing to censure in the 
severity with which the Israelites were ordered to act with 
a view to the extirpation of it from among themselves, or 
the nations inhabiting the district that was destined for 
them. 

It is not possible to imagine any instructions or regula- 
tions more proper to effect the extirpation of idolatry, and 
to guard the people from it, than the laws of Moses, inter- 
preted by his repeated and earnest remonstrances on the 
subject with respect to the Israelites. Let the reader only 
peruse the book of Deuteronomy, and then form his judg- 
ment. And yet, so seducing were the idolatrous customs 
of those times, that their whole history shews how prone 
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the Jews always were to abandon their own purer religion, 
and more simple rites, though, to appearance, sufficiently 
splendid, and having little of austerity in them; for they 
had only one fast day in the whole year, and three great 
festivals. 

But the intention of the Divine Being was equally an- 
swered by the obedience or the disobedience of that people ; 
and after a series of discipline, they returned from the Cap- 
tivity of Babylon, with @ new heart and a new spirit, in this 
respect. For they never discovered the least proneness to 
idolatry afterwards ; but, on the contrary, always shewed the 
most scrupulous dread and jealousy on this subject. Nay, to 
a neglect of their religion, there succeeded the most super- 
stitious attention to the smallest punctilios relating to it. 


CHAPTER I. 
That the Jews in all Ages were Believers in the Divine Unity. 


Ir is impossible to read the sacred books of the Jews, 
(with minds freed from the strongest -prejudices,) without 
perceiving, that the doctrine of the Dzvine Unity is most 
rigorously inculcated in them. It is the uniform language 
of those books, that one God, without any assistant, either 
equal or subordinate to himself, made the world, and_all 
things in it, and that this one God continues to direct all 
the affairs of men. 

This is so evident from the bare inspection of the books, 
and the well-known principles of the Jews in our Saviour’s 
time, that even the Christian fathers, desirous as they were 
to find advocates for their doctrine of the Trinity, and press- 
ing even Platonism into the service, could not but allow it. 
They ransacked every part of the Old Testament, as we have 
seen, for proofs or intimations of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
or of the divinity of Christ; but, though they imagined 
they found many such, yet they always acknowledged that 
the doctrines were delivered so obscurely, that the bulk of 
the Jewish nation had not perceived them. 

They thought, indeed, that Moses himself, and the pro- 
phets, were acquainted with these doctrines; but that there 
were good reasons why they did not endeavour to make 
them intelligible to the rest of their countrymen; partly, 


lest it should have hindered the operation of their religion 
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to. divert them from idolatry, and partly, because the doc- 
trines were too sublime to be communicated at so early a 
period, and before men’s minds were properly -prepared for 
them. 


SECTION 1. 
The Fact acknowledged by the Christian Fathers. 


As these concessions are of considerable consequence to 
my argument, 1 shall produce a number of them, from the 
earliest Christian writers to a pretty late period, to shew that 
it was the uniform persuasion of all those who were the 
greatest friends to the doctrine of the Trinity. 

I shall begin with Justen Martyr, the first who advanced 
the doctrine of the personification of the logos. What the 
Jews thought of their Messzah in his time, appears very 
clearly from a passage in his dialogue with Trypho, which 
will be produced hereafter. In the mean time, I shall give 
his opinion with respect to the doctrine of the Jews in 
general on the subject. ‘‘ The Jews,” he says, ‘ thinking 
it was the Father of all who spake to Moses, when it was 
the Son of God, who is also called an angel, and an apostle, 
are justly censured by the Spirit of God, and by Christ, as 
not knowing either him or his Father.” * 

Clemens Alexandrinus considered the doctrine of the 
ceconomy (or that of the incarnation of the logos) to be the 
doctrine of the perfect, alluded to by Paw/ in his Epistle to 
the Colossians, where he speaks [i. 9] of their being “ filled 
with the knowledge of his will,” and of “ the mystery which | 
was hid from ages and from generations, but now made 
manifest to the saints,” [ver. 26,] ““50 that there are other 
mysteries,” he says, ‘* which were hid till the times of the 
apostles, and delivered by them as they received them from 
the Lord.” + In another passage he speaks of this ceconomy 
as what Christians only were acquainted with. ἢ 

Tertullian had the same ideas. “1 adore,” says he, “ the 

* Tedaios ev ἡγησάμενοι ae: τὸν Watepa Twy ὅλων λελαλήκεναι TH Μώσει, TA λαλη- 
cavt@y αὐτῳ oyt@» tie Te Θεου, ὃς καὶ ayleAGe καὶ amosorA@e κεκλήται, δικαίως ἐλεγ- 
χονται καὶ διῶ τῇ wpopytixe πονευμωτίθ», καὶ δ avte Te Χρις-Β, ὡς ὅτε τὸν τσατερῶ, 8τὲ 
τὸν ὗιον εγγωσαν. Apol.i. p.94. (}.) 

+ Τὸ μυςήριον τὸ ἀποκεκρυμμιενον AKO τῶν αιωνὼν Kab HMO των γενεων, ὃ νυν epaveownty 
τοις ὥγιοις αὐτϑ᾽ δις ἡδελησεν ὃ Θεὸς γνωρισῶι, τι τὸ WAeTOe τῆς δοξης Te μυςηρι8 τὸτϑ Ev 
τοῖς ENVETIY OTE ἀλλα μὲν τὰ μυςηριῶ TH «ὡποκεκρυμμενω MYX PL τῶν ATOSOAWY, κῶν ὑπ᾽ αὐΐων 
waparovevta ὡς amo τ kupis πταρειληφασιν. Strom. L. v. p. 570... (P.) 

1 Ἥμεις ἐσμεν mm δι τὴν οἰκονομίαν τοῦ Ocov κατανενοήκοτεςς. Ad Gentes, Opera, 


p. 40. (P.) 
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fulness of the Scriptures,” meaning those of the Old Testa- 
ment, “ which manifest the maker and the things made ; but 
in the Gospel 1 find the minister, or the person by whom it 
was made, and the judge, viz. the word of the maker.” * 
* It is the faith of the Jews so to believe in one God, as not 
to acknowledge the Son, or the Spirit-—W hat is the differ- 
ence between us and them, but this? What need is there 
of the Gospel, which is the substance of the New Testament, 
(saying, that ‘ the law and the prophets were until John,’) if 
trom that period the Father, Son, and Spirit, being three, are 
not believed to make one God? So God would renew his 
covenant, that, in a manner, he should be believed in, to- 
gether with the Son, and his Spirit; that God may be known 
in his proper names and persons.” + * 
_“ The: Jews,” says Hippolytus, ‘ honoured the Father, 
but they did not give thanks; for they knew not the Son.’ 
Origen also says, “ The Jews were not acquainted with 
the incarnation of the only-begotten Son of God.” § 
Eusebius speaks of the Christians as differing from the 
Hebrews, in that the latter did not acknowledge the divinity 
of Christ.|| He considered the doctrine of the divinity of 
Christ as peculiar to Christians, and distinguishing them 
from Jews. “If any Jew,” says he, “" be asked, whether 
God has a logos, he will say, Certainly. Every Jew will 
say that he has one, or more of them; but if he be asked 
whether he has a son, he will not acknowledge it.” 4 
Cyril of Jerusalem says, ** In this respect our doctrine is 
more sublime than that of the Jews, in that they acknow- 
ledge one God the Father, but do not admit that he is the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, in which they contradict 


* « Tgitur in principio Deus fecit celum et terram. Adoro scripture pleni- 
tudinem, qua mihi et factorem manifestat et facta. In evangelio vero amplius et 
ministrum atque arbitrum rectoris invenio sermonem.” Ad Herm. Sect, xxii. Opera, 
p- 241. (P.) 

+ “ Judaicz fidei ἰδία res, sic unum Deum credere, ut Vilium adnumerare ei 
volis, et post Filiam Spiritam. Quid enim erit inter nos et illos, nisi differentia 
ista? Quod opus evangelii, qua est substautia Novi ‘Testamenti, statuens legem 
et prophetas usque ad Joannem, si von exinde Pater et Filius et Spiritus, tres 
crediti, unum Deum sistunt? Sic Deus voluit novare sacrameutum, ut nove unus 
crederetur per Filium et Spiritum, ut coram jam Deus in suis proprits nominibus et 
personis cognosceretur, qui et retro per Filium et Spiritum praedicatus non intelli- 
gebatur.” 4d Praxeam, Sect. xxx. Cpera, p. 518. (P.) 

Ὦ letaso μὲν yap εἐδοξασαν watepa add’ οὐκ ηυχαρις σαν, ὗιον yap ax ameyvwray. In 
Noetum, Sect. xiv. Opera, p. 10. (P.) 

§ “ Deerat enim illis in Trinitate etiam de unigeniti incarnatione coguoscere.” 
Opera, 1. p. 200. (P.) [ 

|| Mare τὴν ϑεοτητα συνορωνῖες αὐτο. Demonstratio, L. iv. C. i. p. 144. (P.) 

“1 Es γεν τις Ἰρδαιων εροιῖο τινῶν εἰ λογὸν £7704 ὁ Θεὸς; ταντως wa φησει" ewes καὶ λογόν, 
καὶ λογθς WHERE ἔχειν αὐτὸν, ὁμολογήσειεν ὧν, Ladasos ων, amas εἰ OF καὶ ὗιον ἐχει" οὐκ ET’ 
ἂν ὁμολογήσειεν, ερωτηΐεις. Contra Marcellam, L. i. Ρ. 4. (P.) 


380 THE JEWS BELIEVED 


their own prophets, who say, in the Scriptures, ‘ The Lord 
said unto me, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten 
thee’” * Cyril of Alexandria also says, ‘* The Jews believed 
that there was a God who was before all things, and after 
him the creatures, but nothing intermediate between them.” + 

Basil ranks the Unitarians with Jews. “ΤΠ any one,” 
says he, “‘ suppose the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, to be 
one, one being under different names, and that they are but 
one hypostasis, under three denominations, we rank him with 
the Jews.” + 

*“« The Hebrews,” says Leontzus, “ have only one hypostasis, 
or person, and one nature of God; plainly admitting no 
Trinity, nor saying that God is Father, Son, or Spirit, except 
that they call God Father, as the father of all men. They 
prove this one hypostasis from the words of Moses: “ Hear, 
Q Israel, the Lord thy God is one Lord.’”’ § 

Lastly, Theophylact says, “‘ In the Old ‘Testament, God 
was known to the Jews only, but not as Father; he was 
afterwards revealed by the gospel to all the world with the 
Son.” || 

This is a series of testimony, sufficiently extensive for my 
purpose, as it clearly shews what was the general opinion 
among Christians concerning the ancient faith of the Jews ; 
and it is uncontradicted by any other evidence whatever. 
Some writers of yesterday have maintained, that the Jews 
always believed in a Trinity, and that they expected that 
their Messzah would be the second person in that Trinity ; 
but the Christian fathers, who say just the contrary, were as 
much interested as any men could be, in finding that doc- 
trine among the Jews, and they were nearer the source of 
information. 

* Tavry yap av toy Ἰϑδαιων ἀνωτερώ φρονθμεν᾽ δι μεν yore εἰνῶι ἕνα Θεὸν warepa naTa- 
δεχοντῶι τοις δογμασι---τὸ δὲ και πτατερα εἰναι Ta κυριΒ ἥμων Ince Xoice, Telov ov wapa- 
δεχονἼαι» τοις οἰκείοις πσροφηταις ἐναντία cppovevlec, δι φασι, εν ταις Eras ypacass, κυριος 
εἰπε arpos με, Ὕιος me εἰ ov, eyo σήμερον γεγεννηκῶ ce. Cat. vii. p. 102. (P.) 

+ “ Intellexerunt enim in his quz credita sunt, Deum quidem esse ante omnia, 
et post illum creaturam, intermedium autem, aliud omnino nihil.” De T'rinitate, 
L. iii. Opera, 11. p. 398. (P.) 

1 Eitic τὸν αὐτὸν warepa λέγει, Καὶ viov, καὶ corytov τονευμα" καὶ ἕν πρώγμῶ τπσολυωνυμῶον 
ὑποτιδεται, καὶ μίαν ὕποςασιν ὕπο των τρίων προσηγοριων εκφωνθμενην᾽ τὸν Toreloy ἡμεις εν 
τῇ μεριδι των Tedasmy τασσομεν. Kpist. Ixxiii. IIL. Ρ. 198. (P.) 

§ “ Igitur Hebraei unam dicunt hypostasin (sive personam) unamque naturam 
Dei; nullam plane Trinitatem admittentes, ac neque Patrem, neque Filium, neque 
Spiritam Sanctum dicentes: nisi forte sic Deum, inquiunt, adpellemus Patrem ; 
ut qui omnium sit hominum pater. Unam ex eo probant esse hypostasin Dei, 


quia Moses dixerit: ‘ Audi, Israelitica natio, Dominus Deus tuus, Dominus unus est.’ ” ~ 
De Sectis. Bib. Pat. App. p. 1849. (P.) 


|| Ἐπ yop και ev τῇ Waraug eyvwso, aAN Ledasoss μόνοις" Kas Bde τϑῆοις, ὡς Warp tce- 
povde, dice Te ευωγελι8 εξεκαλυφδη τῃ οἰκθμένῃ waon, μείω τ vie. In Rom, Opera, 11. 


p.4. (BP.) 
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It was, indeed, imagined, as I have observed, that Moses 
and the prophets were themselves acquainted with the mys- 
tery of the Trinity; but that they thought it was not a 
proper time to make a full discovery of that doctrine for the 
satisfaction of the body of the Jews, Eusebius says, that 
κε Isaiah knew that there was a God in God.” * ‘ The pro- 
phets,” says Chrysostom, “ who foretold concerning Christ, 
concealed their treasure in obscure words;” + which implies 
that, in his opinion, they knew it themselves. “Ὁ Adam,” says 
Epiphanwus, ‘being a prophet, knew the Father, Son, and 
Spirit, and knew that the Father spake to the Son, when he 
said, ‘ Let us make man.’”’ ἢ 

Pope Gregory likewise represents the people of the Jews as 
ignorant of the Trinity, though the prophets might teach it.§ 


SECTION II. 


Of the Reasons why, according to the Christian Fathers, the 
Doctrine of the Trinity was not discovered to the Jews. 


As the ignorance of the Jews, concerning the doctrine of 
the Trinity, was an objection to the truth of it, which the 
Christian fathers, who defended it, could not be quite easy 
under, and they were often urged with it, as we shall see, by 
the Unitarians ; it may be amusing to know more particularly 
in what manner they accounted for the fact. 

That there should be a gradual revelation of so great a 
mystery as that of the Trinity, the fathers thought to be an 
argument of great wisdom on the Divine dispensations, as 
they were by this means better adapted to the different states 
of the world. 

Chrysostom represents Moses as saying, “ That the world 
was made by God, and not by Christ, as accommodating 
himself to the stupidity of his hearers. Paul himself,” he 
says, “‘ was contented to teach the same doctrine at Athens. 
But he afterwards held a different language in the Epistle to 
the Colossians; and says, that God in Christ created all 


* Hoang τπροφηΐων μεγις(Θ» σαφως ade Θεὸν ev Θεῳ εἰναι. Demonstratio, L. v. 
C. iv. p. 225. (P.) 

T ‘Ovras και δι ποροφηΐαι Xpisov κηρυξανῖες rq ἀσαφειφ τῶν Ackewy expupay τὸν Inrav- 
pw. De Sigillis, Opera, VI. p. 169. (P.) 

1 Καὶ ηδει walepa Θεὸν καὶ troy και ὥγιον τῦνευμα, τοροφηης yap ny. L.i.p.6. (P.) 

§ “Ipsa enim Dei cognitio que apud illam in spiritalibus patribus fuit, nota 
omni Heebreeorum populo non fuit. Nam omnipotentem Deum, sanctam videlicet 
Trinitatem cum prophete predicarent, populus ignorabat: solum decalogum 
“— in ΤΣ, legem Trinitatis nesciens.” Super Ezekiel, Hom. xvi. Opera, I. 
Ρ. 89. ἔς ) 
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things that are in heaven and in earth, And John, the Son 
of Thunder, cried, saying, ‘ All things were made by him, 
and without him was not any thing made that was made.’ 
But not so Moses; and justly, because it would not have 
been proper to give those meat who had need to be fed with 
milk.” * : 

«As Moses,” says Cyril of Alexandria, ““ was slow of 
speech, so the law of Moses was slow to explain the reason 
of it, and to open the theology of the Holy Trinity.” + 

‘“‘ Observe,” says Job the Monk, ‘“ the wisdom of Divine 
Providence, that to the ancients the Father appeared supe- 
rior; in the new, the Son appeared to some persons to be 
inferior to the Father, but to many, equal to him; the Holy 
Spirit to many, inferior, but to some, equal; that what is 
unequal in human apprehension, might be brought to a 
perfect equality.” + According to. this writer, therefore, the 
doctrine of the divinity of the Spirit was not fully revealed 
even in the time of the apostles, but was reserved for a later 
period. However, Ep:phanius thought that the divinity of 
Christ was taught by the prophets, though not that of the 
Spirit. ‘ One God,” says he, ““ was chiefly preached by 
Moses, a Duality by the prophets, and a Trinity by the 
evangelists; this being suited to a more advanced state of 
knowledge.” § 

The reason that is generally given by the fathers why the 
Jews were not instructed in the doctrine of the Trinity is, 
lest it should afford them a pretence for relapsing into Poly- 


* Kas μὴ Eqniortys ἀγαπηῖε, εἰ Μωύσης ταυΐην elpexe τὴν ada, ev apyrn Καὶ τοροοιμιοις τοῖς 
παχυῆεροις Τϑδαιοις διαλεγομενίθ», ore γε καὶ ὃ Παυλίθ», ἐν ity χωρήι, ἡνίκα τοσαυη ἡ 
ἐπίδοσις γεγονε τῷ κηρυγματίθ», μελλων τοῖς εὖ Αϑηναις SiadeyerTas ame τῶν ὁρωμενῶν 
ποιεῖῆαι πρὸς αὐτὲς τὴν διδασκαλιῶν δυΐω λεγων" ὁ Θεὸς ὁ ποιήσας Toy κόσμον" nar WayTa 
τῷ εν αὐτῷ. Hymne προς ζολοσσαιῖς ἐπεςελλε, μήκετι ταυΐὴν ἐρχομενδ Thy δδὸν, ἀλλ᾽ ἕ]ερως 
aviorg διωλεγομιενου καὶ λεγοντίθ», ὅτι ἐν αὑτῷ ἐκτισϑύη τὰ Wavla TH εν ποὶς βρᾶνοις, καὶ TH 
ETL τῆς γης, TH Gpale καὶ TA aopelay Erle oovor, esle κυριοτηϊες, evle ἀρχαι, ete ekacias, Ta 
wravla Ov avloy nas εἰς aviov extiony’ nat Twavyys δὲ 6 τῆς βρυν]ὴς vioc, bow λεγων" Παν)α 
δι aviov ἐγενεῖο, Kas χωρις avila ἐγενεῖο ουδὲ ἕν᾽ αλλ᾽ εχ ὁ Μωύσης δυήως" exxol@g” ede yap yy 
εὐλογον τοις ets γωλωκτοϊροφεισίδαι δεομιενοις ςερεῶς μεταδϑναι τροφης. In Gal. i. Opera, 
Ii. p. 13. (P.) ar) 1» 

+ “ Sicut Moses erat tardioris linguee, ita etiam lex Mosaica est tardioris linguze 
ad explicandam ejus quod est rationem, et aperiendam sanctz Trinitatis theologiam.” 
Collectania, Opera, 1. p. 1036. ¢P.) : 

{ Καὶ σκόπει τῆς Seapyov wpovoias τὸν ττανσοῴον τε καὶ ἀρῥεπὴ ζυγόν" ὁ waryp εδοκει 
τοις Waras τὸ μειζον exer’ ὃ ὕιος δὲ παλιν κατα τὴν γεῶν ενιοις μεν τὸ ελοτῖον, τοις σόλλοις 
de το σον" τὸ δὲ ὧγιον WVEVAG τοις WOAAOG μὲν τὸ ελατῆον, ολιγοῖς ὃετο σον" ἵνα ὃν τὸ ἄνισον 
τὸ ἀπὸ τῆς των ἀνῶρωπων ὑπόληψεως εἰς ἰσοτητω ἐπαναχθη. Phot. Bib. Sect. ccxxii. 
p- 623, (P.) 

§ Ozorys δὲ μια ev Μωῦσῃ padica καταγἴελλεται, δυας de ev τοροφηταις σφοδρα κηρυσ- 
σεῖωι. Ἴριας δὲ ev ευωαγἴελιοις qpuvepalat, τῦλειον κώτα καῖρᾶς καὶ γενεᾶς ὥρμοζεσα τῷ 
δικαιῳ, εἰς γνωσιν καὶ micw. H. Ixxiv. Opera, I. p. 899. He says the same thing in 
his Ancoratus, Sect. Ix xiii. Opera, 11. p. 78. (}.) 
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theism ; and certainly there was great danger of its operating 
in that manner. ‘ The multitude of the Jews,” says Euse- 
bius, ‘“* were in ignorance of this hidden mystery, when they 
were taught to believe in one God only, on account of their 
being frequently drawn into idolatry; they did not know 
that he was the Father of the only-begotten Son. This 
mystery was reserved for the Gentile Church, out of special 
favour to them.” * 

Gregory Nazanzen, therefore, representing the propriety 
of Judaism being abolished by degrees, says, ‘* The Father 
was preached in the Old Testament, and the Son obscurely ; 
in the New, the Son clearly, and the Spirit obscurely, he 
revealing himself more clearly to us: for it was not safe to 
preach the divinity of the Son clearly, while that of the 
ather was not understood, nor that of the Spirit, while that 
of the Son was not received, lest too great a burden should 
be laid upon us, or lest we should be dazzled with too much 
light,” &c.+ And Chrysostom farther observes, that ‘* the 
precept, ‘ Hear, O Israel, the Lord thy God is one Lord,’ 
was not given till after the sin of the golden calf;” ὁ as if it 
had not been the intention of Providence to give them any 
such precept, if they had not previously shewn a disposition 
to abuse more perfect instruction. 

Job the Monk, of whose writings we have a particular 
account in Photzus, comparing the great revolutions in the 
state of religion to earthquakes, says, “ As the first earth- 
quake had cured the world of idolatry, by contrary remedies, 
but concealed the difference of hypostases ; so in the last 
times, the Jewish opinion of one person having gained 
strength in time, and by the law, and having destroyed 
idolatry; the Son then, in a manner worthy of God, and 
friendly to man, took flesh, and revealed the mystery of the 
Trinity by degrees.” He likewise says, ‘‘ The Saviour very 


* To δὲ πληΐος τῷ ledaswy εὔνους ev ὠγνοιᾷῷ ervyyave Te κεκρυμμενου Tele μυζηριου, 
éSev Θεὸν μὲν εδιδασκετο ἕνα εἰδεναι, δια τὸ TH WoAUdep WAavy συνεχως UoTuperTat 
τπατερα de wT τὸν Θεὸν ὕιου TH μονογενους qyvoes Talo yap εφυλατῖετο Ty εξ εὔὔνων ἐκκλη- 
cig τὸ μυςήριον, κατὰ τὴν αξαιρεῖον χαριν avtn δεδωρημενον. Contra Marcel. L. i. C. 
xx. p. 99. (P.) 

+ Ἔχει yap ὅτως, ἐκήρυσσε pavepws ἣ Waraia τὸν walepa, Tov viov αμυδροὔερον" εφανε- 
φωσεν ἡ καινή τὸν viov' ὑπεδειξε Te πνευμαῖος τὴν Seotyla, εἐμπολιτευεῖαι voy τὸ WEVA, 
σαφεςεραν ἡμιν παρέχον τὴν ἕαυτα δηλωσιν᾽ οὐ yap yy ἀσῴαλες, μήπω τῆς τ ττατρος 
Searles ὁμολογηδεισης, τὸν ὗιον ἐκδήλως κηρυτ]εσδαι" μηδε τῆς τ ὕιου ταραδεχ)εισής, τὸ 
πνευμα τὸ ὧγιον, iv? εἰπω τι καὶ τολμήροτερον επιφορτιζεσσαι" μὴ καδαπερ τροφῇ τῇ ὑπερ 
δυναμιν βαρηΐενῖες, καὶ ἡλιάκῳ puts cad potepay ets wporbaravies τὴν οψιν καὶ εἰς τὸ KATH 
Suvapay κινδυνευσωσι. Or. χχχνὶϊ, Opera, pp. 608, 609. (P.) 

t Ὅτε γοῦν εποιήσαν τὸν μόσχον, καὶ To γλυπΊον πρόσεχυνησᾶν, Tole ἠκουσαν" Κυριος ὃ 
Bess se κυριος sg egy. Ser. xxiv. Opera, V. p. 860. (.) 
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wisely spake lowly of himself, and withheld the beams of 
his divinity, and prepared to let it shine forth in works.” * 

It was customary, as we Shall see, to represent the doctrine 
of the Trinity as something swbdzme, and of difficult appre- 
hension ; and therefore fit for persons of ripe understanding 
and deep reflection; of which, on that account, even the 
Christians of the first ages were allowed to be ignorant, and 
the common people in general, till a much later period. It 
was natural, therefore, to allege this, also, as another reason 
why the Jews, living in the infant age of the world, should 
not have this sublime and difficult lesson taught them. 
«-ς The Jews,” says Eusebcus, “ were not taught the doctrine 
of the Trinity, on account of their infant state.” + Basil 
gives the same account.t. Cyril of Alexandria says, ** The 
doctrine of the Trinity was taught in types only, and not 
clearly. For what reason? Because the light of divine 
vision is not easily accessible to those who are but lately 
called to the knowledge of the truth, and have not their 
minds exercised to those speculations.” 

Our Saviour said, [ Matt. xix. 8,] that divorces had been 
allowed to the Jews, “‘ because of the hardness of ther 
hearts.” This also is given as a reason by Eusebzus, why 
the Jews were not taught the doctrine of the Trinity. || 


SECTION III. 


The Sentiments of the Jews, as expressed by themselves, on 
the Subject. 


HavinaG seen what the Christian fathers say in general 
of the ignorance of the Jews concerning the doctrine of the 


“Και καθαπερ ὃ wpwlos σεισμὸς dia των evavitwy sacalo τὸ woAvbeoy, ἐπικυψαμένος τῶν 
ὑποςάσεων τὸ διαφορον" ὅτω καὶ εν ἐσχάτοις χαίροις, τῆς ledaixys δοξης εἰς ἕν πσροσωπὸν 
νομῷ καὶ χρονῳ κρατυνδεισῆς, καὶ πσεριελθσής τὸ πόλυθεον, 6 ὗιος τηνικαυω Seorpenws τε 
kas φιλανδρωπως καὶ σάρχω λαμξανει, καὶ τὸ τῆς τριωδὸς κατα μέχρον ανωκαλυσπτεῖ μυς-η- 
ριον" ἐπώγει δὲ Telos, ὡς πανσοῴως ὁ σωτηρ τοις μὲν ῥημασιν εταπεινολογειτο, Ko τὴν τῆς 
Seotylog συνεςελλεν avyyy, τοις εργοις ὃε ταυΐης wapeoxsvaley ἀας-ραπῆειν, καὶ δὲ αὐτῶν 
εδοκει κηρυτεσσαι τῆς ττωντοκρωτορικῆς δυνάμεως to «ξιωμα. Photii Bib. Sect. ecxxii. 
p.619. (P.) 

t Καὶ τῷ νηπιαζοντι των ledasov Aap. Ke. Theol. L, ii. C. xviii. p. 190. (P.) 

1 Hy yap τι, ὡς comer, καὶ wpo τῷ Koope Tele, 6 τῇ μεν διανοιῳ ἥμων Est Dewonior, 
ἀνιςορητον δὲ KaTEAEMp IH, δια TO τοῖς εἰσαγομένοις ETI KAI γήπιοις κατα τὴν γνῶσιν ave- 
πιτηδειον, Opera, I. p.6. (P.) 

§ Ὃς ev τύποις ers μόνον, axe δὲ και αἰσϑηως, εδιδασκεῖο" δια “ποιὰν αἰτίαν ; Ὅτι τοῖς 
αρτι κεκλήμενοις εἰς ἐπίγνωσιν ὡληδειας καὶ οὐκ ἐντριδητοις Ex’ ἀντῃ ϑεωρήμασι τὴν διανοιῶν 
εχδσιν, προσιτὸν πὼς εἰνῶι δόκει καὶ ES ὥληνως, τὸ φως τῆς δεοπτιας. Cont. Julianum, 
L.i. Juliani Opera, 11. p. 19. (.) 

I] Ὅτι προς τὴν σκληροκαρδίαν Te Tedaswv Axe. Ke. Theol. L. ii. C. xx. p. 184. (P.) 
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Trinity, let us see what the Jews themselves have said on 
the subject, as far as we are able to collect it, either from 
the writings of the Christian fathers, or their own. 

As the Christian fathers found the doctrine of the Trinit 
obscurely hinted at in the Old Testament, and particularly in 
the account of the creation, im which God is represented 
as saying, “* Let us make man,” we may wish to know what 
the Jews replied, when they were urged with this argument; 
and it is remarkable, that their answer was in general the 
same with that of the Unitarian in the Clementines, in reply 
to Simon, who had urged that very circumstance, as a proof 
that there were more Gods than one. However, there is a 
variety in the answers given by the Jews to this question, 
but all of them sufficiently natural and not improper. Theo- 
doret says, “ The Jews say, that when God’ said, ‘ Let us 
make man,’ he used the kingly style; * and this seems to 
be the most natural interpretation. But according to Ter- 
tudlian, the Jews said that God addressed himself to the 
angels. ‘* Did he speak to angels, when he said, “ Let us 
make man,’ as the Jews say, who do not acknowledge the 
Son; or, as if he himself was Father, Son, and Spirit, did 
he, say they, make himself more than one, and speak in the 
plural number?” ¢ This also is the answer which Basil 
reports. ‘‘ The Jews say, God spake to the angels, when 
he said, ‘ Let us make man,’” addressing himself to an 
Unitarcan, who he said was “" ἃ Jew pretending to be a 
Christian.” ¢ Cyril of Jerusalem says, that the Jews ac- 
knowledged only one God, the Father.§ 

We may form a very good judgment of the sentiments of 
the Jews on this subject, fromthe account of a solemn 
conference between Gregentius, a Christian bishop, and 
Herbanus, a learned Jew, in the presence of an Arabian 
prince in the fifth century. As it is the only work of the 
kind that remains of so early an age, I shall quote several 
extracts from it, to shew how the Jews of that age felt and 
reasoned. 

The Jew expresses his dread of idolatry in very strong 
terms. ‘ The prophet Moses,” he says, “ if you read the 
Pentateuch, pronounces a dreadful curse upon the children 


* In Gen. xix. Opera, 1. p.15. (P.) 

+ * Aut numquid angelis loquebatur, ut Judi interpretantur, quia nec ipsi 
Filtum agnoseunt; an quia ipse erat Pater, Filius et Spiritus, ideo pluralem se 
prestans, pluraliter sibi loguebatur.” Ad Praxeam, Sect, xii, p. 506. (P.) 

1 Anse καὶ συ ὅ ex τῆς γεας KaTalouns, ἃ τον Ledaicpoy wpscbevwy ev Χρισιανσμδ προσ- 
ποιήσει" τινι λέγει κατ᾽ εἰκονῶ ἡμιεεραν. Hom. viii. Opera, |. p. 105. (P.) 

§ οι τὸ μεν εἰναι ivr Θεὸν πσάτερᾳ καταϑεχανῖαι τοῖς δογμασι. Cat. vil. p. 102, (P.) 
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of Israel, from God, the angels, and saints, calling in all the 
elements under heaven, if we should ever receive any other 
God besides the God of our fathers. Why then should you 
make any words on the subject? For God himself by the 
prophets strictly orders us, saying, There shall be no other 
God in thee, nor shalt thou worship a strange God; 1 am 
the Lord thy God, who brought thee out of the land of 
Egypt. What think you of this?” 

ἐς It is grievous to me to desert the God of the law, whom 
you acknowledge to be a true God, and to worship a younger 
God, not knowing whence he sprung.” + 

‘* Whence do you derive your faith in the Father, Son, 
and Spirit, and introduce three strange gods?” + ‘* Where 
did -any prophet foretell that Christ was to be God-man, as 
you say ?”§ ‘“* Why did not God order Moses and the pro- 
phets to believe in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, but 
yourselves only, who have lately discovered it, as you pre- 
tend ?” || 

“ον do you call your Christ God, if my God has 
chosen him, &c.? He cannot be a God, of whom you 
acknowledge it is said in the prophet, 7 have made thee 
strong. How can you call him your God and Saviour, 
who, as the prophet witnesses, can do nothing without my 
God ?” 4 

Lastly, having quoted the words of the prophet, [Jsazah 
xlix, 8, | ‘* | have heard thee in an acceptable time, 1 have 
formed thee,” he says, ‘‘ How dare you, then, make him 
equal to him that formed him ?” ἘΝ 

The Rabbs Nachmanides, in his public disputation before 


* Mavons ὁ wpopytys, εἰ τὴν wevtalevxoy aveyync, μεγεϑη κατῶρων τέθεικεν ἥμιν τοις 
ὕιοις Ισραηλ, amo Θεου καὶ των ayleAwy, Kad τῶν ογιων, “εις και WAYTA TA ςοιχεια τὰ ὑπ᾽ 
epavoy ὗπο κατάραν, εἰ ποτε ἕτερον Θεὸν ὑποδεξομεῖα wapel Te Θεου τῶν πσατερων. Ts av 
λοιπὸν πτολυπραγμονεις; Kas yap και αυτος 6 Θεὸς dia τὸ τοροφητου wapeylua ἡμιν λεγων᾽ 
8K esas Ev σοι Θεὸς τοροσῴφατος, ade τοροσχυνήσεις Jew αλλοτριῳ᾽ Eyw yap εἰμι KUPIOS 6 Θεὸς 
Te, ὃ ἀαναγώγων σε ex τῆς γῆς Αἰγυπτϑ᾽ τι ay Doxes σοι προς tavla; P.36. (P.) 

t+ Ovxev βαρυ μοι ess καταλίιπειν Toy Θεὸν Te vous, ὃν καὶ συ μαρτύυρειῖς, ὅτι Est Θεὸς ἀλη- 
Teas, καὶ τοροσκυνήσαι Θεῷ νεωτερῳ, ποθεν ἐπεισαχίεντι οὐχ εἰδως. Ibid. p. 115. (P.) 

1 Ποϑὲν οὖν εξελαδεσδδε warepa καὶ viov καὶ τνευμα πιςευειν, καὶ εἰσφερετε εἰς τὸ 
μβεσον τρεῖς εους αλλοχοτὸς; Ibids p.6. (P.) 

§ Καὶ wo ἡνιξατο τις των τοροφητων, ὅτι Θεὸς ανϑρωπος eras ὁ Χριςος, ὃν τροπὸν λελα- 
Aguas; Ibid. p. 112, (P.) 

|| Te Moon και τοῖς wpopytass was οὐκ ebedero ὃ Θεὸς wisevery εἰς Walepa καὶ ὗιον καὶ 
ὧγιον WVEL[A, BAN’ ἡ μόνοις ὕμιν νεωςι το ἐξευρηχοσιν, ὡς ὕμεις φατε: Gregent. p. 
7. : . 
4 Και εἰ ὅτως exer, worm δὲ τρόπῳ τὸν Xpisov συ Θεὸν wmporayopevess, ep? ᾧ Θεὸς ὁ ἐμὸς 
εξελεξατο, nar ἡγαπήσε, καὶ τὰ εξης} οὐκδν οὐκ ess Θεος" ὡς λεγεις, ὅτι Packet περι αὐτ 
δια Te wpodyTe, ὅτι eyw yap εἰμι ὃ ενισχυσῶς σε" τως δὲ καὶ ὡποκάλεις αὐτὸν Θεὸν καὶ 
σωτηρα TB, ὃς τις καδως ἡ πρροφητεια μαρτυρει, aver τὰ ἐμ8 Θεοῦ wpatley τι ov δυναται ; 
Ibid. Ρ. 111. (P) 

** ΤΊὼς ὃν σὺ τολμᾷς ἰσὸν τῳ τλάςῃ ἄντ Θεὸν ονομαζων; Ibid, p. 151. (P.) 


IN THE DIVINE UNITY. 387 


the king of Arragon, in 1263, lays the greatest stress ima- 
ginable on the doctrine of the Messiah being a mere man ; 
and his address to the young king on the subject is pertinent 
and affecting. ‘* The greatest subject of controversy between 
us and the Christians,” says he, * lies in‘this, that you make 
the Messiah to be a God, which is not to be borne” (literally, 
it is a very bitter thing, wen ww). ‘ You, my king, are a 
young man, born of Christian parents, and have all your life 
heard monks and preachers discoursing about the nativity 
of Jesus, and they have filled your bones with this doctrine 
as with marrow ; and from use it is grateful to you. But 
what you believe on this subject is contrary to sound reason. 
It is not agreeable to common sense, to the nature of things, 
or to the writings of the prophets. The enormous prodigy 
is utterly inexplicable. For, could the Creator of heaven 
and earth, and of all things that are in them, go into the 
womb of a Jewish woman, be there nourished nine months, 
be afterwards born a boy, then grow to a man, be delivered 
into the hands of his enemies, who should pass sentence of 
death upon him, and execute it, then come to life again, &c. ? 
These are things that neither the reason of a Jew, nor that 
of any other man, can bear. It is in vain, therefore, and to 
no purpose to dispute about other things; it is on this that 
the hinge of our controversy turns.” * 

« The doctrine of the Trinity,” says the Rabbi Isaac, “ as 
held by learned Christians, rests on the slightest evidence, 
and is contrary to the doctrine of the prophets, the law, and 
right reason, and even the writings of the New Testament. 
For the divine law gives its sanction to the unity of God, 
and removes all plurality from him.” 7 ‘This writer shews, 


* “ Czterum, principalis causa que inter Judzeos ac Preputiatos dubia ac 
controversa est, in eo latet, quod vos Messiam inter divinitatis septa admittitis, quce 
res est durissima. Tu vero, mi rex domineque, juvenis es, patre Christiano, et 
matre Christiana progenitus, totaque vita tua audivisti monachos, homunciones et 
concionatores de nativitate Jesu verba facientes, ii hdc quasi medullé repleverunt 
ossa tua, et ex hac consuetudine suavis est ingenio tuo. Sed vero res quam creditis, 
sanz rationi adversatur, nec eifim vel.intellectus, vel rerum natura tale quid con- 
cedunt, neque prophetz hoc enunciarunt. Amplius, nec explicari potest prodigii 
enormitas, prout demonstrabo rationibus evidentibus suo loco et tempore.—Nunquid 
enim Creator cceli et terre, rerumque que his continentur omnium, reciperit sese 
in uterum Judaic mulieris, ibique aleretur, per menses novem, et puer postea 
nasceretur, educaretur deinde, traderetur in manus inimicorum suorum, qui capi- 
talem sententiam adversus illum pronunciarent, et neci traderent, dicatur autem - 
postea revixisse, et reversus esse in locum suum, quecque alia sunt ejus generis ? 
Ista nec Judzi hominis nec cujusquam mortalium sana ratio suffert. In vanum 
igitur, et in nibilum, de aliis verba facitis; nam in his vertitur cardo nostra con- 
troversie.” P, 40. (P.) ΄ 

+ “ Accedit his, quod dogma de Trinitate falsum est, et ἃ quibusdam eruditis 
Nazarenorum, rebus levissimis, sine ullo vero prophetico fundamento recens super- 
structum, quodque legi divine, verbis prophetarum, humane rationi, dictisque 
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in many places, that the doctrine of the Trinity is not taught 
in the New Testament. * 

The contempt which the author of a Jewish treatise, 
entitled Nizzachon Vetus, expresses for the Christian doctrine 
of God being confined in the womb of woman, is peculiarly - 
strong. + As to those who said that Mary was not rendered 
unclean by the birth of Jesus, he says the contrary is evi- 
dent from the offermg that she brought for her purification. + 

Having seen. what the Christians, both Unitartans and 
Trinitarzvans, and also what the Jews, thought of the doc- 
trine of the Old Testament concerning God, it may be some 
farther satisfaction to know in what manner the Heathens 
decided in this case. We have the opinion of the emperor 
Julian on this subject, and it is decisively in favour of the 
Jews, and the Unitarian Christians. He says, “" Moses not | 
only once, or twice, or three times, but many times, com- 
mands to worship only one God, who, he says, is over all. 
He mentions no other God, but only angels, and lords, and 
many gods,” that is, the Heathen gods. “" This great Being 
he made to be the first, but he made no second like him, 
or unlike him, as you have done. If you can produce a 
single expression in Moses to this purpose, do it. ‘That 
saying of his, ‘ A prophet shall the Lord your God raise 
up unto you, of your brethren, like unto me, hear him,’ § is 
not said of the son of Mary. But if this be granted to you, 
he says that he shall be like to himself, and not to God, a 
prophet like himself, of man, and not of God.” || 


plurimis scriptorum Novi Testamenti repugnat. Quippe lex divina comprobat 
Dei unitatem,.omnemque pluralitatem ab eo segregat.” Munimem Fidei, p. 
113. (P.) ; 

* See ibid. pp. 397, 403, 418, Κα. (P.) 

+ “ Quomodo igitur iste Deus esse posset, qui feeminam plenum immunditiis 
ventrem habentem, ingressus est? [Et quem toties mater illius, novem graviditatis 
mensibus, eo detulit, quo satura itabat?) Quique tempore nativitatis editus est 
inquinatus, et sordens, involutus secundinis, et abuminabilis sanguine partus ac 
proflavii.” Nizzachon Vetus, p.7. (P.) 

t “ Quod si dicat adversarius: non inquinatus fuit intra viscera ejus. Nam, 
cum in Maria muliebris consuetudo defecisset, intravit eam spiritus, exivitque sine 
dolore, et sine sanguinis sorditie. Ad hzec respondere licet : annon vos fatemini 
eam obtulisse sacrificium puerperarum, cujus immundities causa erat? Idem enim 
sacrificium offerebant leprosus, heemorrhousa, et puerpera, par turturum, aut duos 
pullos columbarum.” Jbid. (}.) 

§ Acts iii. 22. See Vol. XII. p. 398. 

|| Ὃ τοινυν Moons οὐκ cimak, ede dic, ede τρις, ἀλλα πλειςακις Eva Θεὸν μόνον absos 
τιμᾷν, ὃν δὴ καὶ emt wacw ονομαζει, Θεὸν δὲ ἕτερον elapse, ἀγἴελες δὲ ovomater, καὶ κυριες, 
καὶ μενοι καὶ ἥεους πσλειονας᾽ εξαιρεῖον καὶ τὸν wewloy, αλλὸν de εχ ὑπειληφε δευγερον᾽ ete 
ὅμοιον, 87ε ἀνόμοιον, καδαπερ ὕμεις ἀπεξειργασῶε" εἰ δὲ ες we wap ὕμιν ὕπερ τϑΐων μια 
Macews ῥήσις, ταυΐην ἐςτε δικάιοι τοροφερειν. To yap, τοροφηην ὕμιν avasnoes χυριος ὃ Θεὸς 
ὕμων, εκ των αδελῴων ὕμων, ὡς ELE ὐτϑ ἀχϑσεσε μαλιὰ μὲν BY BK εἰρητῶι περι τῷ 
γεννησδεντίον εκ Μαριας’ εἰ δε τὶς ὕμων ἕνεκα συγχωρήσειεν, Eavl@ φησιν avioy ὅμοιον γεννη- 
σεσῖαι, καὶ ov τῷ Θεῷ" ἀσροφηην ὥσπερ ἑαυῆον, καὶ εξ ανϑρωπων, αλλ᾽ οὐχ εκ Θεὸν. Cyril 
Contra Jul. L. viii. Judtant Opera, UL. p. 4258, (Ρ.) 
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It has been seen * that PAilo personified the Zogos as much 
as the Christian fathers, and that they probably learnt of him 
the doctrine of a divine logos being the medium of all the 
communications of God to the patriarchs, and of this prin- 
ciple occasionally assuming a visible form. But Philo had 
no idea that this doctrine had any connexion with that of 
the Messiah, as he gives no hint that this was a character to 
be assumed by the /ogos; nor does it appear that the Jews 
in any age had such an expectation; though this has been 
pretended by some modern Christians. 

It is unquestionable that, in our Saviour’s time, the Jews 
expected no other than a man in the character of their 
Messiah. Mary, the mother of Jesus, evidently expected 
that the Aesstcah was to be born in the usual way, of two 
human parents; for, when the angel informed her that she 
should ‘* conceive and bear a son,” who should be called 
“ the son of the Highest,” and to whom God would ‘give 
the throne of his father David,” she replied, Luke 1. 34, 
‘“* How shall this be, seeing 1 know not a man?’ Our 
Saviour could not possibly have puzzled the Jewish doctors 
as he did; by asking them how David could call the Messcah 
his Lord, when, he was his son,$ or descendant, on any 
other principle. For if they had themselves been fully 
persuaded that the Messiah, though descended from David, 
was the maker and God of David, a satisfactory answer to 
his question was very obvious. Origen reproaches Celsus 
for his ignorance, in not knowing that the Jews never be- 
lieved that the Messiah would be God, or the Son of God.§ 
Facundus very properly says, that ‘* Martha and Mary would 
never have said to Christ, ‘ If thou hadst been here,’ [John 
xi. 21,] had they thought him to be God omnipresent.” 
This writer also says, that the Jews always had expected, 
and that, in his time, they did expect, a mere man for their 
Messiah. ‘They did not know,” he says, ‘“ that Christ, 
the Son of God, was God; but they thought that Christ 
would be a mere man, which any one may perceive that 
the Jews at this time also think.” || 

Many Christians imagine, that the child called Immanuel 
by Isaiah, (vii. 14,) must be God, because the word signifies, 


* Supra, pp. 205, 254, 261, 266. 

+ See Vol. XIII. p. 17. 1 See zbid. p. 290. 

§ Ovx ode μεντοιγε᾽ ὅτι ov wav τι ἴβδαιοι Aeyeot Θεὸν ovta τὸν Χριςον χαταξδησεσδαι, 
ἡ Θεου diy. Conira Celsum, L.iv. p. 162. (P.) 

| * Sed non propterea Christum Dei Vilium, Deum sciebant; hominem autem 
puram arbitrati sunt Christum.—Quod etiam nune putantes Judzos quilibet vide- 
bit.” L. ix. Ὁ, iii. p. 189. (P?.) See Vol. XVIII. pp. 202, 214. 
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‘¢ God with us.” But the Jews understood their scriptures, 
and their own ideas with respect to giving names, too well 
to draw any such inference from this circumstance. Eusebius 
says, that they asserted it was not even the Messiah that 
was intended by Jmmanuel, but only some common child. * 

Basnage, who studied the history and opinions of the 
Jews more carefully, perhaps, than any other modern writer, 
and who has written largely on this very subject, though a 
‘Trinitarian himself, has exploded all the pretences of Cudworth 
and others, to find the doctrine of the Trinity, either among 
the ancient or the modern Jews. ‘* The Christians and the 
Jews,” he says, “‘ separate at the second step in religion. 
For after having adored together one God, absolutely perfect, 
they find immediately after the abyss of the Trinity, which 
entirely separates them. The Jew considers three persons 
as three Gods, and this tritheism shocks him. The Christian 
who believes the unity of one God, thinks that the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, should all be called God, and 
have the same worship. It is impossible to reconcile opi- 
nions so contrary. ‘There are, however, divines bold enough 
to attempt it.” Ὁ 

This writer also says, that ‘‘ the Jews consider themselves 
as bearing their testimony to the unity of God among all the 
nations of the world.” + How far the Jews of late years are 
from admitting the divinity of the Messiah, we may judge 
from what Orodzo said in his controversy with Lamborch, viz. 
that, admitting what is impossible, that the Messiah whom 
they expect should teach that doctrine, he ought to be stoned 
as a false prophet. § 

It has, however, been imagined by some, that the Jews 
had a knowledge of the doctrine of the Trinity, that it spread 
from them among the Genézles, and that traces of it may be 


* Tavia δὲ wala wep Te τυχονῖος Wadia AeyerNat, οὐκ oa Wwe συςησαιεν δι εκ 
περιτομῆς. In Es. C. ix. Montfaucon’s Collectio, Il. p. 391. (P.) 

+ “ Les Chrétiens.s’écartent des Juifs des le second pas qu’ils font dans la 
religion. Car aprés avoir adore ensemble un Dieu, souverainement parfait, ils 
trouvent un moment apres I’ abime de la Trinité, qui les separe, et les éloigne 
souverainement. Le Juif regarde trois personnes comme trois Dieux, et ce 
trithéisme lui fait horreur. Le Chrétien, qui croit I’ unité d’ un Dieu, veut ἃ méme 
tems qu’ on donne ce titre au Pere, au Fils, au Saint Esprit, et qu’ on les adore. 
Tl est impossible de concilier des opinions si contraires; cependant il y a des théo- 
logiens hardis, qui ont tenté de le faire.” Hist. des Juifs, L.iv. Ch. iii. Sect. i. (P.) 
See Vol. XVIIL p. 223. 

1 “ Les témoins de Il unité de Dieu dans toutes les nations du monde.” Fist. 
des Juifs, L. vii. Ch. xxxiii. Sect. xv. (P.) See Vol. XVIII. p. 224. 

§ “ Dato impossibili quod Messias, quem expectamus, eam doctrinam, (v. g.se 
equalem esse Deo) Israelem edoceret, jure foret, ut pseudopropheta, lapidandus.” 
Limborch’s Amica Collatio, p. 111. (P.) See Vol. IIL. pp. 433, 434. 
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perceived in the mysteries of Heathen religions. But, if 
this be the case, it is obvious to ask, why are no traces of 
this doctrine to be found in the Jewish scriptures, and the 
Jewish worship? Or, if the Jews had once been in pos- 
session of this knowledge, but had Jost it in the time of our 
Saviour, why did not he, who rectified other abuses, rectify 
this, the most important of them all ? 

If an expectation of a Messiah had been prevalent among 
the Gentiles, we should certainly perceive some traces of it 
in their writings. It might have been expected, both on 
account of the interesting nature, and the obscurity of the 
subject, that there would have been different opinions about 
it, that it would have been a common topic in their philoso- 
phieal schools, and that their historians would have given 
some account of the origin of such an expectation. 

The fourth Eclogue of Virgid may be alleged as a proof 
of such an expectation. But I do not imagine that any 
person now thinks that Virgil himself ever expected such a 
personage as he describes. The use that a poet might make 
of a vague report of a prophecy, (brought probably from the 
east, and ultimately from the Jewish scriptures,) but seriously 
believed by no person that we know of, merely to embellish 
a poem, * is one thing; but the actual and universal expec- 
tation of such a person, is another. 


SECTION IV.+ 
Of the Jewish Angel MuratRon, δ. 


In the third of Ben Mordecai’s Letters, written by the 
late Rev. Mr. Taylor of Portsmouth, I find the following 
extraordinary paragraph: ‘* Among the notions of the more 
modern Jews, we must also observe, that the Cabbalists 
believed El Shaddai to be the same person as the angel 
Metatron, whom they supposed to be the instructor of Moses, 
and the Messiah; that is, as Dr. Allix (456) expresses it, 


* Dr. Trapp, in his “ Introductory Remarks” on the Pollio, goes much further, 
asserting that “it contains a manifest and illustrious prophecy of our blessed Saviour 
uttered, in ignorance, by a Pagan writer,” while complimenting Pollio on the 
birth of his son, Saloninus.” Virgil, 1735, ed. 3, I. p. $7. See, to the same pur- 
pose, Prideaux, (Pt. ii. B. vii. ix.,) 1749, pp. 728, 729, 883, 893; A. U. Hist. 1747, 
X. p. 400, Note. Catrou, whom Mr. J, Warton calls “ the first commentator that 
has given any thing like a rational interpretation of this famous Eclogue,” considers 
it as occasioned by the birth of Marcellus, ‘« whose death is lamented by Virgil in 
the 6th Aneid.” See Pitt and Warton’s Virgil, 1763, I. p. 76. 

+ Copied, with enlargements, from Theol. Repos. 1V. pp. 477—483. 
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He was, according to the Christzan phrase, the Logos before 
his incarnation, or, according to the Jewish phrase, the soul 
of the Messias; which they look upon as something between 
God and the angels, whom nothing separates from God.” * 

‘‘ Bishop Pearson, in proving, by several arguments, that 
Chyist is called Jehovah, says, ‘ The Jews themselves acknow- 
ledge that Jehovah shall be clearly known in the days of the 
Messias; and not only so, but that it is the name which doth 
properly belong to him,’ for the proof of which he quotes 
the book Sepher Ikkurim, (ii. 8,) ‘ The scripture calleth 
the name of the AZessias, Jehovah our righteousness ; and 
Midrash Tillum, (on Ps. xxi.,) God calleth the Messtas by 
his own name, and his name is Jehovah, as it is, Evod, xv. 
3: The Lord isa man of war, Jehovah is his namé. | And it 
is written of the Messeas, (Jcr. xxiii. 6.) And this is the 
name which they shall call him, Jehovah our righteousness. 
Thus Echa Rabliti, (Lam. i.6,) What is the name of the 
Messias? R, Abba said, Jehovah is his name, as it is said, 
Jer. xxiii. 6.’—The same he reports of Rabbi Levi; and 
the Bishop concludes, ‘ The Rabbins then did acknowledge, 
that the name Jehovah did belong to the Messzas.’” + 

Consulting Dr. Allix’s own work on the subject, I find 
the following reference to authorities. for what he advances: 
*“ See Reuchlin, L. i. De Cabala, (p. 651,) where he proves 
Metatron to be the Messeah, from their writings ; or, in short, 
take the confession of Manasseh Ben Israel, Q. vi. in Gen. 
Sect. ii.” The former of these authors:! have not, and in 
latter 1 find no such passage as Dr. Allix quotes. But as 
there is abundant evidence that the Jews in general, and in 
all ages, from the time of our Saviour to the present, con- 


* Here Mr. Taylor inserts the following note in French, but 1 shall give it in 
English: ‘ Calmet, on the word Metatron, says, ‘The Hebrews give this name to 
the first of the angels, him who conducted thenr in the Wilderness, and of whom 
it is said, in Moses, ‘1 shall send my angel to go before you.’-—-He acted towards the 
Israelites the part of the officer whom the omans called Metator. He marked out 
the encampments, traced the form of them, the dimensions, extent.—He is thought 
to be the archangel Michael, who was at the head of the people in the Wilderness, 
that it was he who wrestled with Jacob, who is called the face of God, in Exod. 
xxxiv. 14, and who is the Mediator between God and man; that he writes down 
good actions, and keeps a register of them.’” Letter iii. p. 12. (P.) 

“1,65 Hebreux donnent ce nom au premier des anges; ἢ celui qui Jes condui- 
soit dans Je Désert, et dont il est dit dans Moyse, «Je vais envoyer mon ange, qui 
marchera devant vous.’—I] faisoit ἃ P égard des Jsraelites, ce que 1᾽ officier nommé 
Mctator faisoit chez les Romains. 1] marquoit les campemens, en tragoit la forme, 
Jes dimensions, l étendue.—On croit que c’ est P archange St. Michael; qui étoit 
ἃ la téte du peuple, dans le Désert: que ς᾽ est lui qui Jutta coutre Jaevb, qui est 
appellé la face de Dieu, dans Exod. xxxiv. 14, et qui est le Médiateur entre Dieu et 
tes hommes: qu’ il écrit les bonnes actions, et en tient un registre.” Apology, 1784, 
ed. 2, I. p. 359, Note. 

1 Pearson on the Creed, (p. 148,) in “ B. Mordeeai’s Apology.” 
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sidered their Messtah as a mere man, and x proper descendant 
of David, 1 own that I am disposed to examine, with some 
rigour, any pretended evidence to the contrary; though the 
speculative opinions of some of the Cabaéists among them 
is a thing of little consequence, when they can be proved to 
be different from those that were entertained by the nation in 
general. 

What Calmet says concerning the angel Metatron in Ben 
Mordeeai’s note, has no relation to the Messzah; so that the 
most that | should be disposed to infer from what the Jewish 
Cabalists may have said on the subject would be, that this 
Metatron was something similar to what Philo represents the 
logos as being, namely an efflux of the divinity, but no beng 
or person, permanently distinguished from him. And it is 
highly improbable, that any Jew should have supposed that 
their Messzah, a man descended from David, would have no 
proper human soul, besides this Metatron or logos supplying 
the place of it; though they might suppose the Messiah to 
be distinguished by the presence and influence of this divine 
efflux. 

The Jewish Cabalists might easily admit even that the 
Messiah might be called Jehovah, without supposing that he 
was any thing more than a man, who had no existence before 
his birth. That it must have been the mere name, and not the 
nature of God, that the Jews supposed their Messeah to par- 
take of, is all that can be admitted in the case. Several 
things in the Scriptures are called by the name of Jehovah, 
as Jerusalem, in the passage above quoted, is called “ Je- 
hovah our righteousness ;” but this never led the Jews to 
suppose, that there were two Jehovahs, a greater and a less. 
Nothing can be more expressly declared, than that there is 
but one Jehovah; and in the passages quoted by Bishop 
Pearson, there is no intimation of there being two Jehovahs; 
so that if the Messiah be Jehovah, there must have been no 
other being above him, which Mr. Taylor would not suppose. 

From reading the above quoted passage from Mr. Taylor, 
the reader would conclude, that it was the universal opinion 
of the Jewish Cabalists, if not of the Jews in general, that 
this great angel Metatron was the soul of the Messiah. But 
this would be a mistake; for Beausobre quotes some of them 
who said, that the soul of the Messiah was the same that 
had been the soul of Adam, and likewise that of David. 
The Cabalistic proof of this mystery, he says, is the letter 
A in Adam, meaning Adam; the D, David; and the M, 

VOL. VI. 3B 


394 THE JEWS BELIEVED 


the Messiah.* So little dependence is there on the whim- 
sical and uncertain notions of these Jewish Cabalists. 
However, when they are quoted, they ought to be quoted 
fairly. Mr. Taylor probably saw nothing of them, but what 
he found in Dr. Allix. 

+ Basnage gives a large account of the Jewish angel Meta- 
tron, shewing that he is the same with the angel Michael, 
concerning whom the Jews had many absurd fancies. He 
particularly shews, that the name of God being in this angel, 
means nothing more than that the letters of the words Me- 
tatron, yy,won, and those of Shadaz, »s1w~, considered as nu- 
merals, express the same number, viz. 314. t 

Many mistakes on this subject have been occasioned by 
its being taken for granted, that what is said of the logos 
may be applied to the Messzah, because the generality of 
Christians have supposed them to be synonymous. But 
this was not the case with the Jews; and there is a passage 
quoted by Basnage,§ which shews, that some of their writers 
considered them as quite distinct from each other. ‘ Jona- 
than says, that the Messiah and Moses will appear at the 
end of the world, the one in the Desart, and the other at 
Rome, and that the word, or the logos, will march between 
them.” } 

Till I see much more evidence than I have yet met with, 
(and I have not spared any pains to come at it,) 1 cannot 
admit that any Jew ever supposed that their Messiah either 
pre-existed, or was, properly speaking, God. 

|| With respect to all these pretences to make the Jews 
favourable to the doctrine of the Trinity, Basnage says, 
‘‘ They cannot be advanced without the authors of them 
deceiving themselves.q] ‘The Jews will never,” hesays, ‘ be 
convinced by endeavouring to persuade them that they be- 
lieve what they do not believe, and that they do not oppose 
the doctrine of the Trinity, which is the principal object of 


* Histoire De Manichéisme, (Amst. 1789,) 11. pp. 491, 404. (P.) 

“47,6 Rabbin Elie,’ dit un savant moderne, (Sandius, De Orig. Anime in 
Addit, ad p. 108,) “ témoigne que Ja Métemsychose est un sentiment regu et 
approuvé par Jes maitres: Ils ne doutent point, que les Ames Humaines ne passent 
d’ un corps dans un autre, au moins trois fois. 115 assurent que l’ Ame d’ Adam 
passa dans David, et qu’ eile doit animer, un jour, le corps du Messie. La preuve 
Cabalistique de ce mystére est dans le nom ἀ᾽ Adam; I A, désignant Adam; le 
D, David; et I’M, le Messie.’” bid. 

+ This paragraph is not in Theol, Repos. 

1 History of the Jews, B. iv. Ch. xix. HL. p. 157. (P.) 

§ Tbid. Ch. xxiv. Sect. ix. (P) " : 

* , ἢ This paragraph is not in Theol. Repos. 41 See Vol. XVIII. pp. 299, 300. 
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their blasphemies.” He mentions a Jewish writer, ‘ Jacob, 
the son of Amram,” who “ laughs at the Christians:who 
bring proofs of the Trinity from the Cabala. The Cab- 
alists,” says he, ‘under several of the letters conceal 
mysteries which the vulgar cannot discover; they only 
meant to teach the Unity of God, and to explain his attri- 
butes, and they were very ignorant who looked into their 
writings for the Trinity.” * 

How far Manasseh Ben Israel was trom supposing that 
there was any Trinity in the Divine nature, appears from the 
very section that Dr. Allix has quoted, which contains his 
interpretation of Gen. i, 26, ** And God said, Let us make 
man.” After reciting a variety of interpretations, he con- 
cludes as follows: ‘* Or shall we say, that what seems to be 
of greater consequence, we generally undertake with more 
study and deliberation, and therefore that the scripture in 
describing the creation of mau, makes use of the plural num- 
ber, Let us make, whieh is the language of a person com- 
manding and exciting himself to undertake and do any thing; 
so that God would shew that all other creatures were made 
for the use of man. But whether God be supposed to speak 
to all second causes, or to intelligencies only, or to the ele- 
ments, or to souls, or to use the style of a king, or, lastly, 
whether he be supposed to excite or command himself, all 
ground of controversy is removed. For it does not follow, 
that there is any multiplication of the first cause, which is 
most simple, and one, because the phrase Let us make 15 
used ; for Moses might very safely make use of this language, 
since he every where most clearly teaches, that there is but 
one God; and, therefore, he only will defend his error by 
these words, who knowingly and willingly errs.” + 


* «* Mais peut-on avancer cela sans vouloir se tromper, puis que I’ unite dun 
Dieu est le dogme capital des Juifs, et que la pluralite des personnes fait le plus 
grand obstacle ἃ Jeur conversiou.—On ne convaincra jamais les Juifs, lors qu on 
s’entétera de leur persuader qu’ils ont cru ce qu’ ils ne croient pas, et qu’ ils ne 
s' opposent point au dogme de la Trinité, qui est le principal objet de leurs blas- 

hemes. Jacob, fils d’ Amram, dans un ouvrage manuscrit qu'il intitule La 
Porte de la Vérité, se moque des Chrétiens qui tirent de la Cabale des preuves 
pour la Trinité. Car, dit il, les Cabalistes enferment sous I’ écorce de la lettre 
des mysttres que le vulgaire ne découvre pas. Les théologiens π᾿ ont dessein que 
@’ enseigner l’ unité de Dieu, et d’ expliquer ses attributs ; et il faut étre ignorant 
pour chercher chez eux la Trinité.”_L. vii. Ch. xxxiv. IV. p. 2159, &e. (P.) 

+ “ Aut dicemus, plerumque id, quod majoris momenti videtur, majori quoque 
studio et deliberatione nos aggredi: ideoque scripturam in creatione hominis 
peculiari modo loqui in plurali, faciamus: quod verbum videtur imperantis sibi ipsi, 
et ad suscipiendum ac faciendum aliquid incitantis: eaque re ostendere Dominus 
vult, omnes reliquas creaturas suo beneficio creatas. Sed sive cum omnibus secundis 
causis loquatur Deus, sive cum intelligentiis tantum, sive cum elementis, sive cum 
animis, sive regio more hec dicat, seu denique incitet semetipsum, sibique imperet, 
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CHAPTER II. 


General Considerations relating to the supposed Conduct of 
Christ and the Apostles, with respect to the Doctrines of his 
Pre-existence and Divinity. 


THE whole nation of the Jews having been so well 
erounded in the great doctrine of the Divine Unity, ever 
since their return from the Babylonish Captivity, and their 
attachment to it having strengthened continually, as the 
whole of their history shews, especially in consequence of 
their persecution by Antiochus Epiphanes, and during their 
subjection to the Romans, (in which their utter abhorrence 
of every thing that had the appearance of zdolatry is seen 
upon all occasions,) and this being well known to, and 
allowed by all the Christian fathers ; it could not but, even 
in their idea, require the greatest caution and address to teach 
them any doctrine that could be construed into an infringe- 
ment of it. That the doctrine of the divinity of Christ had 
this appearance, those fathers acknowledged, when they 
supposed that Moses and the prophets could not teach it, 
lest it should have given the Jews a pretence for relapsing 
into the worship of many gods. 

They could not imagine that this difficulty would be 
at all removed by the Christian doctrine of Jesus being 
the Messzah, because it was well known to them that the 
Jews expected nothing more than a man for their Messiah ; 
and even a man born in the usual way, a proper descendant 
of David. Their highest expectation concerning the Messiah 
was, that he would be a great prince, a conqueror, and a 
legislator, and perhaps that he would not die. The pro- 
bability is, that they imagined that the race of their kings 
descended from David would be revived in him, and con- 
tinue to the end of time. But all this is far short of the 
deification of the Messiah, or the idea of his being a great 
pre-existent spirit, the maker of the world under God, and 
who, in the name of God, had intercourse with the patriarchs. 
Such notions as these do not appear ever to have entered into 


conciliatione ejusmodi tota tollitur controversia. Etenim non quia faciamus dicitur, 
inde sequitur multiplicatio aliqua prime cause, que simplissima est et unica. 

oses vero causam cur ita scriberet, justam habuit, quia clarissime passim docet 
unicum Numen esse ; eoque solus is, qui sciens volens errat, his verbis errorem suam 
defensurus est.” Conciliator, p. 12. (P) 1 OW 
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the head of any Jew, extravagant as their expectations were 
concerning the dignity and power of their Messiah. 

Here, then, was a great dilemma in which the Christian 
fathers, advocates for the doctrines of the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ, found themselves. They were under the 
necessity of maintaining that they were doctrines taught 
either by Christ or the apostles, or they must have aban- 
doned them themselves. Doctrines of this great extent and 
magnitude, and so revolting to the minds of all Jews, they 
could not but suppose would alarm them very much; and 
therefore that it was necessary to introduce them with the 
greatest caution. Still, however, they must have been taught 
them fully and explicitly at one time or other. 

Accordingly, we find, in their accounts of the preaching 
of our Saviour and his apostles, that they did suppose that 
the greatest possible caution was used, and that this cautious 
proceeding was continued even till after the death of most 
of the apostles; so that the doctrines of the pre-existence 
and divinity of Christ were not fully discovered till the 
publication of the Gospel of John, which was one of the last 
of all the books of the New Testament. But at that time they 
thought it to be absolutely necessary ; as otherwise there 
would hardly have been any besides Unitarijans in the church ; 
the knowledge of those great doctrines having, in their opi- 
nion, been confined to the apostles and the leading Christians 
only. , 

a more improbable hypothesis was perhaps never formed 
by man, to account for any fact whatever; and yet I do not 
know that the Christian fathers could have done any better. 
Let their successors, who are equally interested in the solu- 
tion of the problem, do better if they can. But certainly 
they who were nearer to the times of the apostles, were in a 
situation to form a better judgment in this case than any 
persons at this day can pretend to be; and therefore I cannot 
help concluding, that they were well aware, that the suppo- 
sition of this discovery having been made at an earlier period 
in the gospel history would have been ‘iable to still greater 
objections than the hypothesis which they did adopt. It is 
most probable that the state of opinions in their own time 
made it absolutely necessary for them to have recourse to 
this hypothesis, lame and wretched as it is. 

The primitive fathers were not prevented by the suppo- 
sition above-mentioned, from attempting to prove the pre- 
existence and divinity of Christ from those books of the New 
Testament which were published before the Gospel of John; 
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but, neither were. they prevented from attempting to prove 
the same doctrines, as we have seen, from the books of the 
Old Testament, though they acknowledged that the body of 
the Jewish nation never learned them from those books. In 
like manner, though they supposed that the apostles left 
sufficient traces of these sublime doctrines in their writings, 
they thought that the common Christians, for whose use they 
were written, did not perceive them, or make the proper 
inferences from them. That they should not have done this 
will not be thought extraordinary, if we consider the extreme 
caution with which, according to the account of these fathers 
themselves, those doctrines were taught in these books. 

Such a revolution has time made in our apprehensions of 
things, that the doctrines of the pre-existence and divinity 
of Christ are now taught to children, as some of the first 
elements of Christianity; but formerly the case was very 
different. They were considered as most sublime and diffi- 
cult doctrines, and therefore, not to be taught till after every 
thing else relating to the Gospel had been admitted and well 
understood. . That these doctrines were actually considered 
in this light, appears from a great number of passages) in the 
writings of the fathers, many of which I shall introduce in 
other parts of this work, and especially some very striking 
ones from Origen. But not to advance a thing of this conse- 
quence without some evidence, in a place where it will be 
particularly wanted, I shall produce a few passages of this 
kind here. | ἘΠ 

Eusebius, after demonstrating the divine mission of Christ 
as a prophet, introduces his discourse concerning his pre- 
existence and divinity as a ‘“ mysterious and recondite doc- 
trine.” * 

Austin compares the doctrine of the humanity of Christ to 
milk, and the doctrine of the divinity to strong meat, fit for 
men. 

‘¢ The doctrine of the incarnation,” Chrysostom says, ‘* was 
very difficult to be received ;” + and then describing the 
great condescension of the Maker of all things in submitting 
to be carried nine months in the womb of a woman, he says, 


* Kaupos ηδη καὶ amoppytolepay eparpardtas λογων, τῶν περι τῆς κατ᾽ avloy pustKwlepas 
Jeodoyias. Demonstratio, L. iv. C. i. p. 144. (Ρ.) 

+ “ Ut nutritus atque roboratus perveniat ad manducandum cibum, quod est In 
principio erat verbum, et verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat verbum. Lac 
nostrum, Christus humilis est: cibus noster, idem ipse Christus zqualis Patri.” 
In 1 Johan. Opera, 1X. p. 594. (Ρ.) 

ἡ: Πολὺ δυσπαραδεκτὸς nv ὁ τῆς σαρκωσεως λογὸς. Serm. viii. Opera, V. pp. 181, 
182. (P.) 
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that on this account the prophets announced it very ob- 
scurely. Again, observing that it was necessary to preach 
the humanity before the divinity of Christ, he says, ‘ This 
was the order respecting his deity and incarnation, though it 
is introduced by John ina different manner from the rest, 
but in perfect agreement with them. But how? I say, that 
the doctrine not being taught at first, it was proper to dwell 
upon the incarnation, and to exercise them in the doctrine of 
the flesh ; teaching them, from things gross and sensible ; 
but when the doctrine was fixed, and the preaching received, 
it was then proper to begin higher.” * 

Cyril of Alexandria, explaining a passage in Isaiah, says, 
“ Here he mixes a great and profound mystery, which re- 
quired a mystical initiation; for so it was revealed to the 
divine Peter.” + 

Agobard considered what John taught concerning the 
divinity of Christ as being so difficult to be understood, that 
in order to it, the same inspiration was necessary that he 
himself had. ¢ 

“ Perfection,” says Gicumenius, “is the doctrine con- 
cerning the divinity of Christ, as far as the human under- 
standing can comprehend it.”§ Again, he says, “ by first 
elements the apostle means the zncarnatzon.|| For, as with 
respect to letters, so in the divine oracles, what relates to the 
wncarnation must be learned in the first place ; for these were 
capable of being received by unbelievers and children; but 
to philosophize concerning the divinity of Christ, is left to 
grown men. Do you see why he rests so long in these low 
things? It is on account of the weakness of his hearers, 
who were not able to receive the perfect doctrine. For 


4 Ουὔω δὴ και ἡ ταξις αὐτὴ ἡ περι τῆς δ εύτηίος nas περι τῆς οἰκονομίας, εἰ και ἀπεναν)ας 
τοῖς αλλοις γέγονε πάρα ἴωαννδΒ, ἀλλ᾽ ὅμως σφοδρα συμῴωνως αυτοις" καὶ σως; Eyw λέγω, 
ὅτι παρὰ μὲν τὴν ἀρχὴν Bderw TB oye σπαρενῖος, ἀχολδϑθον ἣν τῳ τῆς οἰκονομίας ἐνδιατριξειν 
λογῳ, καὶ περι τῆς σαρκὸς γυμνάζειν διδασκαλίαν amo τῶν τταχυτερων καὶ αἰσϑηΐων προ- 
οἰμιαζομενες" ἐπειδὴ δὲ exaryn Ta τῆς γνωσεως, καὶ εδεξανῖο τὸ κηρυγμα, λόϊπον εὐκαιρον ἣν 
ayvesey apyectas. In Ps. xliv. Opera, Ill. p. 228. (P.) 

+ “ Immiscet autem hic mysterium profundum et magnum, et quod superna 
quadam mystagogia opus habet. Revelatum est enim sic divino Petro.” In Js. C. 
xlix. Opera, I. p. 472. (P.) 

1 “Inde qui hee dixit accepit Johannes ille, qui discumbebat super pectus 
Domini, et de pectore Domini bibebat quod nobis propinaret. Sed propinavit 
verba. Intellectum autem debes capere unde et ipse biberat qui tibi propinavit.” 
De Imaginibus, p. 231. (P.) 

§ Τελειοζης δὲ ἡ avolalo ἡ περι τῆς Veodoyias Xpice, nadoooy ecw avSponp δυνατον, 
ἀλριθης καταληψις. In Heb. Opera, Il. p. 351. (P-) 

|| A writer in the Monthly Repository (XV. pp. 335, 336) objects to the word 
“ incarnation ;” which, however, Dr. Priestley does not use in its popular sense, 
but as answering to the Greek ἐνανϑρωπησιςγ the word ** humanity” being repre- 
sented by avvpwmorys. (S. L.) 
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which reason, having in the beginning of the epistle philo- 
sophized but a little concerning the divinity of Christ, he 
presently changed his discourse, and the epistle is full of low 
things.” * This he gives from Photwus, Again, after having 
observed that the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews had 
spoken of the naked word of God, he says, that ‘‘ he returned 
to the zncarnation, lest he should confound his reader with 
the sublimity of his doctrine.” F 

We see, then, that in the opinion of these fathers, (and 
some of them who write in this manner lived pretty early, 
though others of them wrote in a later period,) there were 
very mysterious and difficult doctrines to be revealed, of 
which no person to whom Christianity was preached had 
the least conception, and to which it was apprehended they 
must be exceedingly averse. Let us now see in what manner 
they supposed that our Saviour and the apostles conducted 
themselves in this nice circumstance, and what period it 
was that they thought to be the most proper for making the 
great discovery. 

To give some idea of the nature of this question, I would 
observe, that, if it should appear that a discovery of so great 
magnitude, as the fathers represent this to have been, made 
no noise at all at the time fixed for the discovery, if it excited 
no particular attention; neither occasioning any doubt or 
controversy among Christians themselves, nor bringing any 
objection to their doctrine from their enemies, it will afford a 
strong reason to suppose that no such discovery was made 
at that particular time. The Jews to whom the Gospel was 
first preached, as the fathers admitted, expected nothing 
more than a man for their Messeah. They were fully sen- 
sible that no Jew had any idea of his having pre-existed at 
all, and much less of his having held any office of importance 
before he came into the world. When was it, then, that the 
Jews, to whom the Gospel was preached, were taught that 
Christ had pre-existed, that he was the /ogos of God, the 
maker of the world under God, or properly God himself? 
Was it in our Saviour’s own life-time? Was it at the de- 


* Στοιχεία ἀρχῆς, τὴν evavIpomqow Ayer’ ὥσπερ yap emt των ypappalov wpwloy τὰ 
Soren paytavonev? ὅτως καὶ ἐπι τῶν Terwy λογίων Eder wpwloy Ta περι τῆς EvaNIpUTNTEWS 
διδασκεσδαι Tavia yap ταις ἀπίιςοις ETL καὶ νήπιῶις AKOAIG χωρητῶ" ὡς TO YE σερι τῆς 
Μεοτήϊος τ Xgice φιλοσοφειν, τελείων ἣν λοιπον᾽ ὅρᾳς τὴν αἰτιῶν OW ἦν τοις ταπεινοῖς ἐμιῴι- 
λοχωρει; Ara τὴν τῶν ὠκϑονίων ἀσϊδενειων" οὐκ ἰσχυονίων τὰ τελειῶ δεξασθαι" διο καὶ πσαραι. 
τὰς αρχῶς τῆς επιξόλης βραχεα φιλοσοφήσας σερι τῆς Seorylas te Kpisey evtus κατε- 
παῦσε τὸν λογον᾽ τῶν μεντοι ταπεινων ἡ emicory γεμει.. Iu Heb. Opera, Il. p.352. (P.) 

+ Esoyxws weps γυμνθ τῷ @eov λογθν ἡλδεν εἰς τήν εἐγανϑρωπήσιν, ἵνα μὴ τῷ ὕψει τῶν 
εἰρημένων ἱλιγίιασωσι. Ibid. ( i. p. 820, (Ρ.) ᾿ 
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scent of the Spirit at Pentecost? Or was it in a later period 
of the gospel history ὃ. If no traces can be perceived of any 
such discovery, in any period of the gospel history, an argu- 
ment may be drawn from the consideration of it, highly 
unfavourable to. the doctrine of Christ having any nature 
superior to that of man; and when this. circumstance shall 
be sufficiently attended to, (as I suspect it never has been 
yet,) the Arzan hypothesis must be greatly shaken, but espe-, 
cially that of the perfect equality of the Son té the Father. 

Considerations of this kind, if they occur to him, no 
person, who thinks at all, can absolutely neglect, so as to 
satisfy himself with having no hypothesis on the subject. 
We certainly find the apostles, as well as the rest of the 
Jews, without any knowledge of the divinity of Christ, with 
whom they lived and conversed as a man ;* and if they ever 
became acquainted with it, there must have been a time 
when it was either discovered by them, or made known to 
them ; and the effects of the acquisition or the communi- 
cation of extraordinary knowledge, are, in general, propor- 
tionably conspicuous. 

Had we no written history of our Saviour’s life, or of the 
preaching of the apostles, or only some very concise one ; 
still so very extraordinary an article as this would hardly 
have been unknown, much less when the history is so full 
and circumstantial as it 15. 

Had there been any pretence for imagining that the Jews,, 
in our Saviour’s time, had any knowledge of the doctrine of 
the Trinity, and that they expected the second person in it 
in the character of their Messzah, the question I propose 
would have been needless. But nothing can be more evi- 
dent than that, whatever some may fancy with respect to 
more ancient times, every notion of a Trinity was obliterated 
from the minds of the Jews in our Saviour’s time. It. is, 
therefore, not only a curious, but a serious and important 
question, When was it introduced, and by what steps? I 
have answered it on my hypothesis, of its being an innoya- 
tion and a corruption of the Christian doctrine; let others 
do the same, on the idea of its being an essential part of it. 
Let us, then, see what it is that the Christian fathers, who 
themselves believed the pre-existence and divinity of Christ, 
and who were much nearer than we are to the time when 
the gospel was promulgated, have said on this subject. 


* See Vol. XIIL. p. 106 (on Mark v.31); XVIII. pp. 218, 219. 
VOL. VI, 90 
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CHAPTER IIL. 


Of the Conduct of our Saviour himself, with respect to his 
own supposed Pre-exislence and Divinity. Ἔ 


Ir we look into the gospel history, we shall find, that all 

that our Saviour himself taught, or insinuated, were his 
divine mission in general, or his being the Messzah in_parti- 
cular; with the doctrine of the resurrection, and that of 
himself coming again to raise the dead and judge the world. 
These doctrines, accompanied with moral instructions, and 
reproofs of the Pharisees for corrupting the law of God, made 
up the whole of his preaching. He never told his disciples 
that he had pre-existed, or that he had had any thing to do 
before he came into the world; much less that he had made 
the world, and governed it; and there is abundant evidence 
that this was admitted ‘by the Christian fathers. 
_ Athanasius expresses his sense of the difficulty with which 
the Jews admitted that Christ was any thing more than a 
man, very strongly in the following passage: ‘* He calls his 
humanity ‘ the Son of Man,’ for the Jews, always opposing 
God, held a twofold blasphemy with respect to Christ; for 
some of them being offended at his flesh, viz. the Son of 
Man, thought him to be a prophet, but not God, and called 
him a glutton and a wine-bibber ; who were forgiven, for it 
was then the beginning of the preaching, and the world 
could not yet believe him to be God, who was made man ; 
wherefore Christ says, Whosoever shall speak a word against 
the Son of Man, viz. his body, it shall be forgiven him. 
For I will venture to say, that not even the blessed disciples 
themselves were fully persuaded concerning his divinity, till 
the Holy Spirit came upon them at the day of Pentecost. 
For when they saw him after his resurrection, some wor- 
shipped, but others doubted, yet they were not on that 
account condemned.” * - , 

* Τὴν δὲ ανϑρωποτηῖα αὐτῇ ὗιον ἀνϑρωπου" νυν yap φησιν εδοξασδη ὃ ὕιος Te ἀνϑρωπθ᾽ 
δι ἐν ἀεὶ TY Θεῳ προσκρϑονῖες Ledasor, διτῆην προς Χριςον τὴν βλασφημίαν εκεκτην]ο" δι, μεν 
yap τῇ σαρκὶ ὠὐτϑ, nya τῷ Lig του ανρωπϑ τοροσκοπίτονϊες, τροφηην αὐτὸν, AAA’ οὐ Θέον 
Eick ἐνομιζον, Ka φαγον αὐτὸν καὶ οινοποην EXaABY, δις καὶ συγἤνωμην ᾿ἐδωκεν" ἀρχή γὰρ 
ἣν TH κηρυγμιαῖος, καὶ ew ἐχώρει ὃ κοσμος Θεὸν wisevery γενόμενον avedpwmoy’ dio φησιν ὃ 
Xpisog ὅτι, ὃς ἂν evry λογὸν κατὰ Te ὗιου τ avIowTs, NYO τὸ THUATOS αὐτϑ, αφεϑησεῖαι 
ary’ τολμω γαρ Aeyew ὁτὶ οὐδε avTor δι μώκαριοι μαθηται τὸ τελειοῦν περὶ τῆς αὐτῷ δεο- 
τηΐος εἰχοὸν φρονημα, ἕως πὸ πνευμώ τὸ ἅγιον αὐτοῖς τῇ WevTynosp επεφοιτήσεν" Ewer Ke 
μετα τὴν ἀναξασιν (δονες avioy, δι μὲν ποροσεκυνησῶν, δι δὲ εδις-αἀσῶαν" GAN’ οὐκ Ex τϑτϑ 


κατεκριδησαν. Sermo major de Fide, in Montfaucon’s Collectio, Il. p. 39. (P.) See 
Vol. XVIII. p. 219. 
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The fathers say, that whenever our Saviour said any thing 
that might lead his disciples to think that he was of a nature 
superior to that of man, they were offended, and that he con- 
ciliated their esteem whenever he represented himself as a 
mere man, such as they expected a prophet, and the Messiah 
to be. Chrysostom represents John the Baptist likewise as 
gaining proselytes to Christ, when he spake of him in low 
terms, but as deterring them when he seemed to speak of him 
ina higher capacity. 

** Observe,” says he, “" how, when he said, * He that cometh 
after me was before me, and 1 am not worthy to loose his 
shoe-latchet ;> he took nobody. But when he spake of his 
humanity, and used a lower style, then the disciples followed 
him. Nor is this the only case of the kind, for the multitude 
were never brought to him when any thing high and lofty, 
as of a God, was said of him, so much as when they heard 
something mild and humble, and more adapted to the salva- 
tion of men.” * . 

Accordingly Chrysostom speaks of our Lord’s disciples as 
having regarded him as a man in their intercourse with him. 
‘“* Nathaniel,’ he says, ** confessed Christ as a man, when 
he addressed himself to him, by the title of “ Son of God,’ 
(John i. 49,) as appears by his adding, ‘ Thou art the king of 
Israel.’” + He says, that when Nathaniel was introduced to 
Jesus, his miraculous conception was not known.{ As 
Chrysostom has written the most largely on this subject, I 
shall quote trom him a passage or two of some extent, that 
we may more clearly perceive how he, and (as he was by no 
means singular in his ideas) how the Christian fathers in 
general thought with respect to this question. 

« Another reason,” he says, ‘“‘ why Christ represented 
himself so much as a man, was the weakness of his hearers ; 
and because they who first saw and heard him were not able 
to receive more sublime discourses. And that this is no 
mere conjecture, | will endeavour to shew from the Scrip- 
tures themselves. If he delivered any thing great, sublime, 


* Θεὰ δὲ μοι κάκεινο Was ὅτε μὲν ἔλεγεν» 6 οπισω [AB ἐρχομενΐΌ» EUTrpOTTEY μ8 YEYOVEs 
καὶ ὅτι οὐκ εἰμι ixavOs λῦσαι τὸν inavla τὸ ὑποδῆματΌ» avre, βδενα esdev’ ὅτε δὲ περι τῆς 
οἰκονομίας διελεχδη, καὶ ἐπι TO ταπεινοτερὸν τὸν λόγον ἡγῶγε, τοτε ἠκόλεσησαν δι μοΐδηται" 
ov Talo δὲ μόνον ect κατιδεῖν, αλλ᾽ ὅτι οὐχ; ὅτως OF σόλλοι τοροσωγονῖαι ὅταν τι μεγα καὶ 
ὕψηλον wept Θεοῦ λεγήται, ὡς stay χρηςὸν nas φιλανῶρωπον καὶ εἰς τὴν τῶν ὠκθοντων 
σωτηρίαν ἧκον. In Johan. i, Hom. xvii. Opera, VILL. p. 95. (P.) 

+ Ibid. p. 106. (P.) See Vol. XVIII. p. 215. 

Το Ei be ὅιον Τωσηφ ἀντὸν λέγει, μὴ Yopubyrns exs yap Tele wars ἐνομιζεῖο εἰναι. 101, 
p. 1085. (Ρ.) 
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and worthy of his glory; (but why do I say great, sublime, 
and worthy of his glory ὃ) if he said any thing above human 
nature,” (something is here omitted in the Greek; but sup- 
plied in the Latin version,) “" they were thrown into tumult, 
and took offence ; but if he said any thing low and becoming 
aman, they ran to him, and received his doctrine. And 
where do we see this? In John chiefly. For when he said, 
[ viii. 56,] ‘ Abraham, our father, rejoiced to see my day, and 
he saw it, and was glad;’ they say, [ ver. 57,]‘ Thou art not 
yet forty years old, and hast thou seen Abraham?’ You see 
how they were affected towards him as to a common man. 
What then did he reply? ‘ Before Abraham was, I am;’ 
and ‘ they took up stones to stone him.’ He spake more 
distinctly, saying, [vi. 51,] ‘The bread which 1 shall give 
for the life of the world is my flesh.—They said,’ [ver. 60, | 
‘ This is a hard saying, who can hear it?’ And [ver. 66] 
“many of his disciples went back, and walked no more with 
him.’ | 

‘“‘ Tell me, then, what must he-do? Must he always 
dwell upon these lofty topics, so as to drive away his prey, 
and deter all from his doctrine?, But this did not become 
his divine philanthropy. . Again, when he said, [John viii. 
52,| He that heareth my words ‘ shall never taste of death,’ 
they said, ‘Do we not say well, that thou hast a demon ?— 
Abraham is dead, and the prophets are dead, and thou 
sayest, He that heareth my words shall not taste of death.’ 
And is it to be wondered at that the common people were 
thus affected towards him, when their rulers had the same 
opinion >” He then proceeds to instance in Nzcodemus.— 
‘* How then must he discourse with persons who would 
hear nothing sublime? Is it to be wondered at that he 
said nothing great or sublime concerning himself, to men 
creeping on the ground, and so meanly affected >) What he 
said is sufficient to shew this was the reason, and the excuse | 
for such mean discourses. 

‘* On the other hand, as you see men scandalized, thrown 
into confusion, flying back from him, railing at him, and 
deserting him, if he said any thing great and lofty; so will 
1 endeavour to shew you that they ran to him, and received 
his doctrine, if he ‘said any thing low and mean. For the 
very same persons who had fled from him, immediately ran 
to him, when he said, I can do nothing of ‘myself, but as the 
Father has taught me,:so I speak. And the evangelists, 
designing to shew us that they believed on account of the 
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the meanness of his discourse, said, When he spake these 
things, many believed on him. You will, on many occasions, 
find the same thing happening. On this account he spake 
in many things as a man, but sometimes not as a man, but 
as became a God.” * He adds more to the same purpose. 

Again, he says, “" If they took_up stones to stone him, 
because he said that he was before Abraham, what would 
they have done if he had told them that he gave the law to 
Moses? Wherefore, when he said, it was sazd to the ancients, 
he did not say by whom it had been said.” Ὁ 

“ΟἿ Saviour,” he says, ““ did not always teach his own 
divinity in express words, leaving the fuller explication of it 
to his disciples. If,” says he, “" they (meaning the Jews) 
were so much offended at the addition of another law to 
their former, much more must they have been with the 
doctrine of his divinity.” ¢ : 


* Ect καὶ ἕτερα meta ταυΐην αἰτία, ἡ ἀσϑενια τῶν ἀκϑονῆων, καὶ τὸ μὴ δυνασδαι Tole 
wpwloy αὐτὸν ιδονας, Kas Tole wpwloy axeovlac, τς ὑψηλοίερδς των δογμαῆων debacdat 
Aoyast καὶ ὅτι ov ςοχᾶσμος τὸ λεγόμενον, am’ αὐτῶν σοι τταρας σαι τοῖο πειράσομαι τῶν 
γράφων, και δειξαι" εἰποῖε Te μεγα καὶ ὕψηλον καὶ τῆς αὐτα δοξης αξιον epreybalor τι λέγω 
βεγα και ὕψηλον, και τῆς αὑτῷ δοξης αξιον; Ἐπ wore τι (ὑπερ) τῆς ανϑρωπινῆς φυσεως εἰπε, 
Waeoy eopubevio καὶ ἐσκανδαλιζονῖο᾽ εἰ δὲ wore τι ταπεινὸν καὶ ανϑδρωπινον" τπροσετρεχον, 
καὶ τὸν λογὸν εδεχονῖο" xas we τεἦο ecw ie φησι; Tapa τῳ wavy μαλις-α᾽ εἰπονῖος yap 
avte’ Abpaay ὁ warnp ἥμων ἡγαλλιασαῖο, iva dy τὴν ἥμεραν τὴν ἐμὴν, καὶ εἰδε, καὶ ἐχαρὴ, 
Aeyeot. Τεσσαρακχονῖα eln enw εχεις, καὶ Αξρααμ, ἕωρακας ; ὅρας ὅτι ὡς περι ανῶρωπϑ Wire 
διεκεινῖο. Te ovy avroc* Προ τῷ τὸν Αδρααμ, γενεσῖαι φησιν, eyo εἰμι" καὶ Qoay Aides, ἵνα 
βαλωσιν avioy’ καὶ των μυς-ἡριων μᾶκρες ἐπεῖεινε λογδς, λεγων᾽ Kas ὁ aortas δὲ ὃν eyw δωσω 
ὕπερ τῆς TH Koons ζωῆς, σαρξ me esiv, ἔλεγον σχληρος εςι ὃ λογος ὅτος, τις Ovvalas αὐτὰ 
ἀχϑεὶιν ; Καὶ πόλλοι τῶν μαθηΐων avre ἀπηλδον εἰς τὰ ὁπισω, καὶ exele μετ᾽ αὐτῷ περιε- 
παῖϑν. ᾿ ' 
Ts ev eder worsen, εἰπὲ μοι ; τοῖς ὑψηλοήεροις evdiarpibery ῥημασι διηνεκως, ὥςτε ἀποσο- 
ξησαι τὴν ὥηραν, καὶ στάντας ἀποκρεσασδᾶι τῆς διδασκαλιας; Αλλ᾽ οὐκ yy τοῖο τῆς τὸ 
Θεου φιλανῶρωπιας. Και yap παλιν ἐπειδὴ εἰπεν. Ὃ τὸν λογὸν we akewy, Navare ov μή 
γευσεῖαι εἰς τὸν αἰωνα᾽ Eheyov, Ov κώλως ελεγομιεν, ὅτι δαιμόνιον exes; Αξρααμ amedaye, 
και δι τρροφηῖαι ameSavoy, καὶ ov λέγεις, ὅτι ὃ τὸν Aoyoy μ8 aKewy, ov μὴ γευσεῖαι αναῖε. 
Και τι ϑαυμαςον εἰ το πῦληθος ὅτω διεκειῖο, ame ye καὶ αὐτοι δι ἀρχονῖες ταυὔὴν εἶχον τὴν 
γνωμην; Πως ovy τεῖοις διαλεγεσῖδαι εδειν τοῖς δὲν των ὕψηλων φερδσιν; Ὅτι yap ὅλως οὐκ 
εἰπε τι μεγα καὶ ὑψηλον weps ἕαυτΒ, οὐ Navmacey avd owmas yaar συρομενοις, και ὅτως 
ασΐδενως exeriv’ ἤρκει μὲν ovy χαι τὰ εἰρημένα δειξαι, ὅτι αυτη ἡ αἰτία, και ἡ τρωφασις qv 
τῆς των Tole λεγόμενων ευ]ελειῶς, eyw Oe καὶ aro Sank μερδς Tele Weipacouas ποίησαι 
φάνερον, ὥσπερ yap auras Were σκανδαλίζομενες, Yopubouevas, anromnduviac, λοιδορθμενες, 
φευγονῖας evmole Ts μεγα Kas ὕψηλον epreyalo ὃ X pisos’ ὅτως ὕμιν αὐτες δειξαι πειράσομαι 
προς. ρεχονῖας, καταδεχομενδς τὴν διδασκαλίαν, εἰ τότε τι ταπεινὸν χαι εὐ7ελες εἰπεν" αὐῇοι 
yap auto δι αποπηδωνῆες, εἰπονΐος αὐτὸ τταλιν Ὅτι ἀπ᾿ euavte woiw 8δὲν, ἀλλα καθὼς 
εδιδαξε με ὃ πιατηρ us λάλω, εὐϑεως τοροσεδρομιον" καὶ βϑλομενος ἡμιν ἐνδειξασξδαι 6 ευαγ- 
γελιςης, ὅτι δια τὴν ταπεινοτηα τῶν ῥημάτων επις ευσᾶν, emonuaivelas λεγων᾽ Ταυ]α αὖθ 
λαλησανῆος πολλοι ἐπιςευσαν εἰς αὐτον" καὶ αλλαχδ πολλαχβδ τϑῖο ευροι τις ὧν ὅτω συμ- 
ξαινγον" δια τοῖο πολλὰ καὶ πσολλακις ανϑρωπινως ἐφ εγεῖο, καὶ παλιν οὐκ ανϑρωπινως, 
ahha καὶ Seorperws. Or, xxxii. Opera, |. pp. 409, 410. (P.) 

+ Es yap, eves εἰπε, woo του Αβρααμ, γενεσῖζαι ἐγὼ εἰμι, acai avlov ἐπεχειρησαν, εἰ 
wporeyyney ὅτι καὶ Μωῦσει αὐτὸς τὸν νομὸν εδωκε τι οὐκ ἂν ἐποιήσαν ; Ser. li. Opera, V. 
pp- 696, 697. (P.) 

} Ata Be τουῖο ουδὲ περι τῆς δεοτηῖος της ἑαυτου wavlayov φαινεῖαι σαφως waidevor. 
Es γὰρ ἡ Tov νόμου προσ ηκὴ τοσουῖον αὐτὸς edoouber, πολλῳ μαλλον τὸ ὅεὸν ἑαυῆον ἀποφαι- 
γειν. ἰὼ Matt. v. Hom. xvi. VII. p. 154. (P.) 
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Chrysostom frequently observes that Christ only intimated 
his divinity obscurely, and left the full discovery of it to his 
apostles: Thus he says, that ‘* he himself never said plainly 
that he made the heavens and the earth, and the seaand all 
things visible and invisible. And why,” says'he, “" do you 
wonder that others should have said greater things of him 
than he said of himself, when he explained many things by 
actions, but never clearly in words ? That he made man, he 
shewed clearly enough, as by the blind man; but when he 
was discoursing about the formation of the first man, he did 
not say J made them, but, He that made them, made them 
male and female. And that he made the world, he signified 
by the fishes, by the wine, by the loaves,.&c., but never 
clearly in words.” * He even says, “" That the high dignity 
of Christ was more necessary to be concealed from his dis¢ 
ciples, because they would immediately have told every 
thing through an excess of joy.” Τ 

“Christ,” he says, “" did not reveal his divinity imme- 
diately, but was first thought to be a prophet, and the Christ, 
simply a man, and it afterwards appeared by his works and. 
his sayings whit he really was.’ ἢ 

Basil of Seleucia says, that ““ during the storm, [ Matt: 
viii. 24,] the disciples of Christ, judging by appearances, did 
not know that the Deity was concealed in him ; for they 
would not have been terrified, if they had known that the 
Author of the creation was giving orders to the work of his 
hands.”§ He adds, that ““ the apostles themselves were as 
ignorant of his being God as the rest of the Jews, when some 
said that he was Elias, or Jeremias, or some of the prophets;” 
and that Christ, ‘‘ knowing the ignorance of Peter, suggested 
to him the answer that he made.” || [ Matt. xvi. 16.] 

* Καὶ τι ϑαυμαζεις εἰ ἕτεροι μείζονα πτερι αὐτοῦ εἰρηκασιν ὧν avt©- eroyxev’ ὁποῦ ye 
worra δια των wpaynaloy επιδεικνυμενίον, δια τῶν ῥημαΐων σάφως οὐκ ελεγεν; ὅτι yap τὸν 
αἀνδῆρωπον αὐτί» εποιησεν dake caus και δια Tou τυφλδ᾽ ἡνικα δὲ wrege τῆς EV ἀρχῃ WAa- 
σεως ὃ λογίθ» yy AUT, οὐκ εἰπεν ὅτε ἔγω ETOINTA, AAA’ ὃ ποιήσας apoev και Irv εποιήσεν 


αυτους" Πάλιν ore tov κοσμον εδημιβργήησεν καὶ τὰ εν αὐτῳ dia των ἐχίνων, δια τοῦ οινου, 
δια τῳ Bren ἀνε ovdapov tate σαφως εἰπεν. In Matt. v. Opera, VII. p. 
154. 4) ᾿ 

+ Ede: yap τεως λαννϑάνειν, καὶ μωλιςαὰ ἐπὶ των μαϑητων᾽ καὶ yap εκ πολλῆς ἤδονης 
wayta ἐκήρυξαν. In Matt. C. viii. Opera, VII. p. 2ὼ74. (P.) 

1 Ov yap εὐϑεως ἧμιν ἑαυτϑ τὴν Seotyla εξεκαλυπτεν, adda wpwloy μεν ἐνομίζετο Ewa 
ποροφηΐης, και Χρις((0.», ἁπλως αν ρωπίθν», ὕςερον δὲ epayy, δια τῶν ἐργων καὶ τῶν ῥημαΐων, 
τουῖο ὅπερ qv. In Johan. Hom. ii. Opera, VIII. p. 20. (P.) 

§ See Watts, quoted Vol. XIII. p. 99, Note 1. j 

| To yao φαινομιενῳ τοροσπταιόν]ες, τὴν Kexpumperny nyvoey SeoTyla’ ov yap ay εξεπλα- 
γῆσαν, xerevovia Ty κτισει Tewpavies δι δήμιβργον ξινωι τῆς uTITEWS επις-ἀμεένοι.---Τοσαυΐης 
ουν ἀγνοιῶς Tas τῶν ἀνϑρωπων, ψυχας weps αὐθ βοσκομενης, ovde των «ποςολων ὃ χορὸς 
ἀγνοίας ελευδέερος ELEVEV.—Eidws δὲ τὴν ἀγνοιῶν, ὑποδαλλει τῳ Πετρῳ Μ εἴκως τὴν “ποκρίισιν! 
Or. xxv. pp. 138, 139, 141. (P.) 
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Job the Monk observes, that ‘* Christ said, [ Matt. ix, 2,] 
‘Thy sins be forgiven thee,’ without intimating that he 
himself forgave them, by his own authority.” * 

Photius says, “* When our Lord said, * My Father is 
greater than I,’ + the disciples were still imperfect, and 
thought the Father much greater. This they learned from 
the Mosaic law, which taught the Father rather than the 
Sou. This also our Saviour himself had perpetually incul- 
cated. This, therefore, being their fixed opinion, they said, 
[John xiv. 8,] * Shew us the Father, and it sufficeth us.’” + 
Afterwards, he says, ‘* They knew him to be God, after his 
sufferings and resurrection.”§ | 

Theodoret says, that “ before his sufferings all persons 
held such an opinion concerning him,” viz. that he was a 
mere man, * but after his resurrection and ascension, the 
descent of the Spirit, and the various miracles which they 
performed by invoking his name, all the believers knew that 
he was God, and the only-begotten Son of God.” || This is 
expressed in general terms, but it will appear hereafter, that 
it is to be understood with great limitations ; the knowledge 
of the divinity of Christ being, according to Theodoret him- 
self, far from universal among’ the Christians, long after the 
death of Christ. 

Sometimes the fathers speak of Peter as knowing that 
Christ was God before his death, by immediate revelation 
from the Father. Chrysostom also says, that before our 
Lord’s resurrection, the apostles had learned that God had 
a Son equal to the Father.4— But in general it was their 
opinion, that even Peter, as well as the other apostles, was 
ignorant of this great truth, till the descent of the Spirit at 
Pentecost ; and they thought that this was one of the great 
truths alluded to, when our Lord said, that he had many 
things to teach his disciples, of which he could not inform 
them before his death. ἂν 

ia ; 
pig) ϑολασεν ον ἐδ Bb eet σάν ον (Bayh Th SO 

t John xiv. 28.. See Vol. XIII. pp. 316, 317. 

1 Ene: yap ers ατελως ὅτοι διεκεινῖο wep tov Θὲον καὶ διδασκαλον, μείζονα Te worry 
τὸν warepa ἐνομιζον" τοῖο μὲν των Μωσαΐκων νόμων ἐμῴανεςτερον, αὐτοῖς τὸν ττάτερα ἡ τὸν 
viv καταγελλον]ων" rele be τ σωΐηρος ἄνω Kar Kal Wepicpepovios αὑτοῖς τὸν πτατερα" 
ἔπει oy τοιαυΐη τις αυτοὶς ἐνες-ρικτο ἡ δόξα, δία yap ταῖο Kas ελεγον, Δειξον ἡμιν Tov Wan 
τερα, καὶ ἀρκεῖ ἡμιν. Epist. clxxvi. p. 263. (ps 

§ Ibid. p. 270. (Ρ.) 

|| Tipo μεν ουν τ wares, τοιαυτὰς evyov δοξας wept auTs’ μετὰ δὲ τὴν ανας ATI, καὶ τὴν 
εἰς ϑρανδς αναξασιν, KALE THY τοῦ πσανάγιου τνευματος επιφοιτησιν, και τας -π᾿αντοδᾳπᾶς 
δαυματεργιας ds ἐπετελθν, καλενῖες αυτϑ To σεξασμιον ονόμα, eyvoray dmavles δι wiser 


ovlecy ὅτι καὶ Θεὸς ες-ι, καὶ Tov Θεοῦ μονογενής bios. Ad Rom, i. 4, Opera, Il. 0.11. CP.) 
4 Ἐμαδὸν ὅτι ὑιος τοῦ Θεου est, καὶ ὕιον εχει ὁ Θεὸς ὁμοτιμῆν. In Acta, VILL p. 459. (P.) 
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Cyril of Alexandria, descanting on this text, says, ‘‘ They 
who were not renewed by the new rule of living and the 
new doctrine of the Spirit, to them the recent. preaching of 
the Gospel, and the sublime mystery of the Trinity, was 
not to be delivered.  Justly, therefore, was the interpre- 
tation of higher things reserved to the future renovation 
of the Spirit.. That before the resurrection of the Saviour, 
and the coming of the Spirit, the disciples were as Jews, 
is easy to prove. * Austin, however, says, that “ the 
doctrine of the divinity of Christ could not be one of the 
things that Christ would not reveal, because they were 
not able to bear it, though some had said 80. And. 
yet this writer himself, as we shall see, acknowledges that 
the divinity of Christ was not taught with clearness, till it 
was done by the apostle John. Orzgen supposed that the 
things which our Saviour referred to were what related to the 
abolishing of the Jewish law.{ But he thought that John 
was the person who first taught the doctrine of Christ’s pre- 
existence and divinity. 

Before I proceed to consider what the fathers thought of 
the apostles’ sentiments and conduct on the day of Pentecost, 
I shall take notice of another reason which they give for the. 
care that was taken to conceal the knowledge of our Lord’s 
divinity, which was to deceive the Devil, lest he, knowing 
him to be the Messzah, should not have ventured to encoun- 
ter him, and so, not being conquered by him, and especially 
by means of his death, the great object of his mission would 
not have been gained. : ' , 

This thought first occurs in epistles ascribed to Jgnatzus, 
who says, ‘“* The virginity of Mary, her, delivery, and his death, 
were concealed from the prince of this, world.” § | Jerome 


« <Quia enim nondum nova vivendi:norma, novaque doctrina per Spiritum 
reformati sunt, iis przdicatio evangelii recens, et mysterium ‘Trinitatis sublime 
tradendum non est. Jure igitur renovationi per Spiritum future, altiorum rerum 
interpretatio reservatur. Quod autem. ante resurrectionem Salvatoris, et ante 
Spiritis adventum, Judaice discipuli vivebant, facillimum est probare.” In Johan. 
L. xi. C. xli. Opera, I. p. 963. (P.) , 

+ “In principio erat verbum, et verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat verbum, 
hoc erat in principio apud Deum, et alia que sequuntur, quoniam postea scripta 
sunt, nec ea Dominum Jesu dixisse narratum est cum hic esset in carne, sed πὸ 
unus ex apostolis ejus ipso ac spiritu ejus sibi revelante conscripsit: ex his esse 
quz noluit tunc Dominus dicere, quia ea discipuli portare non poterant, quis me 
audiat tam temere ἰδία dicentem.” In Johan. Tr. xcvi. C...xvi. Opera, 1X. p. 
478. (P.) 

1 Ad Celsum, L. ii. p. 57. (P-) 

§ Καὶ ehave τὸν apyovta τοῦ asovos τϑτου ἡ πταρϑενιὰ Μαριᾶς, και ὃ τοκεῖος αυτής, 
ὅμοιως και 6 δαναῖος Tov κυρίου, τριῶ KUSH κραυγῆς, ATIVE ἐν ἥσυχιᾳ Θεου EMpaK THe 


Ad Eph, Sect. xix. p. 16, 
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says, that both the demons and the devil rather suspected 
than knew the Son of God. * Chrysastom, speaking of the 
mystery of the incarnation being concealed from many, says, 
“Why do I say many? Mary herself, when she carried him 
in her womb, did not know the secret. And why do I say 
men? The Devil himself did not know it, for if he had 
known it, he would not afterwards have asked him upon the 
mount, saying, If thou art the Son of God; and he did this 
once, twice, and three times. On this account he said to 
John, who was beginning to reveal him, Hold now ; that is, 
be silent now. It is not yet time to reveal the secret of the 
incarnation; I must yet deceive the Devil; keep silence 
now, for thus it becomes τ|5, Again, he says, “ The Devil 
was at a loss to know whether Christ was God or not.” ἢ 

There is something pleasant in the manner in which the 
fathers sometimes speak of the Devil being deceived by the 
humanity of Christ. Cyrzl of Jerusalem says, ‘“ It was 
necessary that Christ should suffer for us, but the Devil 
would not have come near him, if he had known this; for 
‘had they known, they would not have crucified the Lord 
of glorify,’ 1 Cor. ii. 8. The body, therefore, was the bait 
of death, that the dragon, thinking to swallow it down, might 
vomit up all that he had swallowed.” § _ . 

Ruffinus also represents the divinity of Christ as concealed 
within his humanity, to catch the Devil as with a bait; and 
to prove this, he adduces many passages of the Old Testa- 
ment, especially that of Ezedzed: * I will draw thee out with 
my hook,” &c. || 

Theodoret says, that Christ concealed his divinity in his 
temptation by the Devil; and says, that when the Devil 


* «Pam daemones quam diaboli suspicari magis Filium Dei, quam nosse intel- 
ligendi sunt.” In Matt. C. viii. Opera, VI. p. 12. (P.>) 

+ Και τι λέγω τὸς σολλες, one γε ουδὲ αυη 4 κυοφορθσα waptevos Noes τὸ amopinroy. 
Καὶ τὶ λεγω avSpores, καὶ avioy toy diaborov ἐλανθανεν" οὐδὲ yap ἂν, εἰπὲρ ner, ἡρωτα 
αὐτὸν μετὰ τοσδῖον χρόνον ems Te ορᾶς, Ex ὗιος εἰ Te Θεου, και ὁπαξ, και dis και τριΐον Talo 
ἐποίει" διο καὶ TY ἸΙωαννῇ ελεγεν αρξαμιενῳ αὐτὸν ἐκκαλυπτειν᾽ αφες apt’ τϑτεςι, σιγῶ νυν, 
δβδέπω καιρὸς Tou yap ἐκχαλυφίηναι τὸ ἀπορῥηῖον τῆς οἰκονομιός, ετι λανίανειν τὸν Siabodoy 
βϑλομιαι" σιγὰ τοινυν φησι" ὅτω yap wpemoy exw ἥμιν. In Ps. xlix. Opera, Ill. p. 289. (P.) 

1 Ev ἀμηχανιφ λοιπὸν ἣν, καὶ ate ὅτι avOowmes ἣν Wires σιιςευσαι ηδυναῖο, dia τὰ περι 
αὐτῷ λεχθενα ade av παλιν τιαραδεξασῶαι, ὅτι ὅιος ἣν Tov Θεου, δια To βλεπειν αὐτὸν 
wevaviz. In Matt. Opera, VII. p. 119. (.) 

ες § Eda: wacew ὕπερ ἥμων τον Kupiov, αλλ᾽ οὐκ ay ετολμῆσε πρροσελίειν ὃ διαθολος, εἰ ἡδει 

τϑῆον" εἰ yap εἐγνωσῶᾶν, οὐκ ay τὸν κυριὸν τῆς δοξης ἐςταυρωσαν᾽ δελεαρ τοινυν Te ϑανατου 
Ὑξγονε τὸ σώμα, iva ἐλπίσας καταπιειν ὁ ὃρακων, εἐξεμεσῃ καὶ τες dn καταττοϑεντας, Isa. 
xXv. 8, Cat. xii. Opera, p. 155. (P.) 

|| “Ita et is qui habet mortis imperium, rapuit quidem in morte corpus Jesu, 
non sentiens in eo hamum divinitatis inclusum; sed ubi devoravit, haesit ipse con- 
tinuo, et diruptis inferni claustris, velut de profundo extractus, trahitur uf esca 
ceteris fiat.” In Symbol. Opera, p. 119. (P.) 
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heard him speak as a man, he was encouraged to proceed 
with the temptation. He represents him as saying, “J 
heard the voice that came down from heaven, calling you 
the Son of God, but I shall not believe it till it appear by 
facts.” * 

Job the Monk also says, “ It was necessary that the mys- 
tery of the incarnation of the logos should be concealed, both 
to make it more acceptable to the hearers, and also to deceive 
the Devil.” + 

Basil of Seleucia says, that ‘‘ though the demons called 
Christ the Son of God, they did not know that he was God, 
because all very good men are called sons of God, and Israet 
is called his first-born.” 

It was objected, that it was wrong in God to conquer the 
Devil by deceiving him, the divinity of Christ being con- 
cealed under his human nature; but Gregory Nyssen replies, 
that “ it was fair enough to deceive the deceiver.” ὃ 

If it was imagined to be necessary that the Devil, whose 
cunning and penetration were never thought very lightly of, 
should remain ignorant of our Lord’s divinity, he must, no 
doubt, have concealed it with the greatest care, and have 
conducted himself in the most cautious manner. If the 
Devil was not able to discover any thing of the matter, how 
could men find it out, and especially Jews, whose most 
sanguine expectations from the Messzah went no farther than 
to a man, born like other men? Certainly they who thought 
that the Devil continued ignorant of the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ till after his death, must have thought that 
all the Jews, and our Lord’s disciples, were ignorant of those 
doctrines. If, as Chrysostom says, it was particularly neces- 
sary to conceal this great secret from our Lord’s disciples, 
lest they should have published it through joy, and also from 
his enemies, and the Devil, lest they should have counter- 
acted the design of his coming, we may take it for granted, 
that, in the opinion of the writers who have given us these 
representations, it waS no more suspected at the time of 


* Kovrre: μὲν τὴν Seoryla—ovk ἀπηγορευσε τὴν νικὴν axeras ὡς ἀνϑρωπίθ» ey. Te 
μὲν yap avortey decry φωνῆς yuaca, φησιν Tela σε χαλεσϑσης, ἀπιςὼ de, ἕως av λαξω 
τὴν σπειρῶν διδασκώλον. Opera, V. p. 46. (P.) ἶ 

+ Δναγκαιον δε ἣν τὸ emionialerSas τὸ μυςηριον τῆς Te λογθ σαρκώσεως διῶ δὲ To γενεσ- 
“αι τοῖς ἀκροωμένοις eumapadentoy, kas iva Ta ακοτὸς τὸν ὠρχόοντῶ χωθῃ. Photii Bib. Sect. 
ecxxii. p. 622. (P.) 

1 ‘Yiov μὲν Θεου nadreor Θεὸν δὲ τεως τὸν ὗιον οὐκ emicayias vior yop Oeov κεκληνται; 
uot os δι᾽ αρεῖης ἀκροτηΐα τὴν προς Θεὸν exovles οἰκειοτη]α" ὅτω To ττρωτό]οκος ὗιος we ἴσ- 
ρωηλ. Or. xxiii. Ρ. 198. 0}Ρ.)ὺ - ' 

δ Ἢ μεν yap κατ᾽ ἀξιαν ἀντιδοσις, δι᾿ ἧς ὁ ἀπάτεων ανταπῶταῖαι τὸ δικαίον δείκνυσιν, 
Or. ii. Opera, {1,0. 515. (P.) 
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Christ’s death, that he had even pre-existed, or that he had 
had any thing to do in the making or governing the world, 
than that he was to be so great a personage before he was born. 

Let us now see in what manner the apostles were sup- 
posed to have conducted themselves in this respect after our 
Lord’s ascension, and after the descent of the Spirit on the 
day of Pentecost. 


CHAPTER IV. 


Of the Testimony of Athanasius to the Caution with which the 
Apostles divulged the Doctrines of the Pre-evistence and 
~ Divinity of Christ. 


As the testimony of Athanasius, on account of his known 
orthodoxy, and of course his unwillingness to make any 
needless concessions to his adversaries, may be thought to 
have more weight than any other, | shall, in the first place, 
produce ἐξ; and, as exceptions have been made to it, 1 shall 
shew, that, independent of any concurrent testimony of 
others of the fathers, who have mentioned the subject, and 
which | shall produce hereafter, it clearly proves that, in his 
idea, the apostles thought it necessary to use great caution in 
divulging to the Jews so offensive a doctrine as that of the 
divinity of Christ; though, in consequence of their caution 
on this head, the Jewish Christians did in their age continue 
Unitarians, believing Christ to be nothing more than a mere 
man, and also propagated the same doctrine among the Gen- 
tile converts. The passage itself is as follows: 

‘“* Will they affirm,” says he, ‘‘ that the apostles held the 
doctrine of Arius, because they say that Christ was a man 
of Nazareth, and suffered on the cross? Or, because they 
used these words, were the apostles of opinion that Christ 
was only a man, and nothing else? By no means: this is 
not to be imagined. But this they did as wise master- 
builders, and stewards of the mysteries of God ; and they had 
this good reason for it. For the Jews of that age, being 
deceived themselves, and having deceived the Gentiles, 
thought that Christ was a mere man, only that he came of 
the seed of David, resembling other descendants of David, 
and did not believe either that he was God, or that the word 
was made flesh. On this account the blessed apostles, with 
great prudence, in the first place, taught what related to the 
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humanity of our Saviour, to the Jews, that having fully 
persuaded them, from his miraculous works, that Christ was 
come, they might afterwards bring them to the belief of his 
divinity, shewing that his works were not those of a man, 
but of God. For example, Peter having said, that Christ 
was aman who had suffered, immediately added, he is the 
prince of life. In the Gospel he confesses, ‘ Thou art the 
Christ, the Son of the living God ;’ and in his epistle, he 
calls him the ‘ bishop of souls.’”’ * 

There, is a passage in the Sermo major de Fide of this 
writer, published in Montfaucon’s Collectzo Patrum, which 
bears some resemblance to this. Speaking of Peter preaching 
Christ, [Acts 11. 22,] as ** Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved 
of God,” he says, ‘* He calls him a man and not God, with 
respect to the Jews, and others, who, like them, considered 
things according to the flesh, from that time to the present. 
And the apostles of our Lord, and our Lord himself, an- 
swered concerning himself as a man: * Ye seek to kill me, a 
man who has told you the truth.’” + | 

It has been said, that Athanasius is here speaking of the 
unbelieving Jews.t The expression is, 6: τότε [βδαιοι, the 
Jews of that age; which includes both the believing and 
unbelieving Jews. Had he been speaking of the Jews of 
his own time, it would, 1 own, have been probable that he 
meant the unbelieving Jews; but speaking as he does of the 
Jews at the very first promulgation of Christianity among 
them, it is most natural to suppose that he meant all the 
Jews. Paul, long after his conversion to Christianity, called 
himself a Jew. However, it will be sufficiently evident 


* Οὐδὲν yap αὐτοῖς ἀτολμηῖον, ὅτι καὶ avios ἀποςτολοι Ta Apes eppover” ἀνϑρωπον yap 
αὐτὸν απὸ Ναζαρεῖ, καὶ wantyloy τον Xpicov ἀπαγἼελλδσιν, exeway Toy τοιαυτῶ pay- 
7αζομενῶν, ag’ ἐπειδὴ τοῖς ῥήμασι τεῆοις ἐχρησανο, μόνον avSpwroy ἡδεισῶν τὸν Χριςον δι 
αποςόλοι, Kas πλεοὸν οὐδὲν; Μη γενοιτο" οὐκ ecty ουδὲ εἰς vay τότε τουο λαξειν' ἀλλὰ καὶ ~ 
TOTO ὡς ἀρχίτεκτονες σοῴοι; καὶ οἰκονόμοι LUSH PLOY Θεου τρεποιηκῶσι" καὶ τὴν αἰτιῶν ἐχουσὶν 
εὐλογον᾽ ἐπειδὴ yap δι tore [βδαιοι πτλανηϑεντες, καρ τὐλανησαντες “Ἑλληνῶς, ενομιζον τὸν 
ἌΧριςον ψιλὸν avSpwmov, μόνον ex σπερμᾶτος Δαξιὃ apxecNas, Kad ὁμοιοτηα τῶν εκ Tov 
Δαξιὃ ἀλλων γενομένων Texvwy’ ate δὲ Θεὸν αὐτὸν, ede ὅτι λογος σαρξ eyeveto emisevoy* τ 78 
ἕνεκα, μετα WOAANS τῆς συνεσεῶς δι μακάριοι «πόςολοι τὰ ἀγρωπινω TOU σωτήρος ebnyavio 
apwloy τοῖς Ledasorc, ἵνα ὅλως weicavles αὐτς, EX τῶν φαινομένων KHL γενομένων σήμειων, 
εληλυδηναι Toy Χριςον, λοιπὸν καὶ εἰς TH περι τῆς ϑεοτηΐος αὐτῷ τσιςιν αὐτὸς ἀναγαγώσιν, 
δεικνυνῖες ὅτι TH γενομενῶ εργῶ οὐκ ες-ιν ανϑρωπϑ, ἄλλω Θεου, μέλει Πετρος ὁ λεγὼν ἄνδρα 
madyloy τὸν Χριςον, evdus συνῆπτεν ὅτος aoxmyos τῆς Swys ecw, &c,&c. De Sententia 
Dionysii, Opera, I. pp. 553, 554. (P.) See Vol. XVIII. p. 61, 

+ Arvdpa τε αὐτὸν φῶσι, καὶ ov Θεὸν, wpos τὰς Ιϑδαιδς Kas Tes ὅμοιως αὐτοῖς KATA σαρκα 
cppovevlas εκ τότε καὶ γυν᾽ Kou δι ὡποςτολοι καὶ αὐτὸς ὃ κυριος πσερι “αυτα ανδρωπινως ἀπε- 
κρινατο λεγων" Τὶ μὲ ζητειτε ὠποχτειναωι, ἀνϑρωπον ὃς τὴν ἀληδειαν ὕμιν λελαληκα; Col- 
jectio, I]. p. 16. (P-) 

t See Vol. XVIII. p. 11, Note |}. 
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from the whole tenor of the passage, that he must have meant 
the believing Jews principally, and, in some respects, the 
believing Jews only, exclusive of the unbelieving ones. And 
in this construction of the passage, I am by no means sin- 
gular, but have the sanction of ‘Trinitarians themselves, * as 
that of the Zatzn translator and Beausobre. 

The Latin translator of Athanasius, a Catholic, + and 
certainly no Unitarian, had so little suspicion of any other 
meaning, that he renders Xgioroy in this place by Jesum. 
The learned Beausvbre, a ‘Trinitarian, and therefore an unex- 
ceptionable judge in this case, quoting this very passage, does 
not hesitate to pronounce, that they were believing Jews 
who were intended by the writer, “ Ces Juifs,” he says, 
ne sont pas les Juifs incrédules, mais ceux qui fasoient 
profession du Christianisme.” { But admitting that the 
Jews here meant were unbelieving Jews, they were such as 
the apostles wished to convert to Christianity, and many of 
them soon became Christians. 

But the circumstance which decisively proves that the 
Jews Athanasius is speaking of were Christian Jews, is their 
drawing the Gentiles into the belief of the simple humanity 
of Christ. For certainly the Gospel was preached to the 
Gentiles by the befeving, and not by the unbelieving Jews. 
If it be supposed that the doctrine Athanaszus speaks of was 
not concerning Jesus, but the Messeah in general, how could 
it interest the Gentiles? The doctrine, therefore, must have 
been that concerning Jesus, and consequently, the preachers 
must have been Christian Jews, and their proselytes Chris- 
tian Gentiles. It is ridiculous to suppose that the question 
could be interesting to any others. 

Supposing, however, the whole body of the Gentiles, (little 
as they were concerned in the question,) to have been pre- 
viously taught by the Jews, that their Messzah, whenever he 
should come, would be nothing more than a man; if this 
was an opinion that they were as fully persuaded of as 
Athanasius represents the Jews, their teachers, to have been, 
the same caution must have been as necessary with respect 
to them, as with respect to the Jews themselves, and for the 
Same reason. “" 

It has been said, that Athanaszus says nothing about the 
caution of the apostles, but only speaks of their prudence, in 


* See Vol. XVIII. p. 70. 

+ Montfaucon, Bénédictin de St. Maur. He published Athanasius in 1698, and 
died in 1741, aged 87. See Vol. XVILI. p. 73. 

t See thid. p.72. 
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teaching what was more easy and necessary, before that 
which was more difficult and less necessary. But the term 
συνησις, in the connexion in which it stands, can bear no 
other sense than caudion, and great caution, pera worrys τῆς 
συνήσεως, and it appears from the whole tenor of the discourse, 
that Athanasius could have intended nothing else than to 
describe the prudence, or extreme caution of the apostles, 
and to account for it. [He evidently does not represent them 
as deferring the communication of the doctrine of the divinity 
of Christ, on account of its being more conveniently taught 
afterwards as part of a system of faith ; but only lest it should 
have given offence to the Jews. If skill, or prudence, in 
these ‘circumstances, be not the same thing with caution, I 
do not know what is meant by caution. 

lt has been said that Athanasius speaks of the rapedity 
with which Peéer proceeded to teach the doctrine of the 
divinity of Christ. On the other hand, I find no trace of 
rapidity in this account of the apostle’s conduct. All that 
approaches to it is, that, immediately after any mention of 
the humanity of Christ, (which he speaks of as necessary on 
account of the Jewish prejudices,) he says the apostles sub- 
join some expressions which might have led their hearers to 
the knowledge of his divinity ; but the instances he produces 
are such as plainly confute any pretensions to their being a 
distinct and full declaration of that doctrine. 

The first instance he gives us is from the speech of Peter 
to the Jews on the day of Pentecost, in which he says, (Acts 
ii. 22,) “* Ye men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of Naza- 
reth, a man approved of God among you, by miracles and 
wonders, and signs, which God did by him in the midst of 
you, as ye yourselves also know.” In this, Athanasius ac- 
knowledges, that Peter preached the proper humanity of 
Christ, but says that, immediately afterwards, (referring to 
his discourse on the cure of the lame man in the Temple,) 
he called him the prince of life: Acts iii. 15: ‘* And killed 
the prince of life whom God hath raised from the dead.” 

Had the apostle meant that his audience should have 
understood him as referring to the divinity of Christ by that 
expression, his prudence must have lasted but a very short 
time indeed; probably not many days. If, therefore, his 
intention was, as Athanasius represents it, to preach the 
doctrine of the humanity of Christ in the first place, and not 
to divulge the doctrine of his divinity till they were firmly 
persuaded of his Messiahship, he could not mcan to allude 
to his divinity in this speech, which was addressed not to 
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the believing, but to the unbelieving Jews. At least, he 
could only have thought of doing it in such a manner as that 
his hearers might afterwards infer the doctrine from it ; and 
it must have required great ingenuity, and even a strong 
prepossession in favour of the divinity of Christ, (the reverse 
of which this writer acknowledges,) to imagine that this 
expression of prince of life, which so easily admits of ano- 
ther interpretation, had any such reference. Moreover, in all 
the instances which Athanasius produces concerning the 
conduct of the apostles in this respect, from the Book of 
Acts, he does not pretend to find one in which the divinity 
of Christ is distinctly preached, though he quotes four pas- 
sages in which his humanity is plainly spoken of. * 

Besides, had Athanasius thought that the apostle had 
preached the doctrine of the divinity of Christ with much 
effect, it is probable that he would have added this circum- 
stance to his narrative; as, from the object of the work in 
which the passage is introduced, it may be inferred, that he 
could not but have thought that it would have been suffi- 
ciently to his purpose. For, certainly, if he could have 
added that, notwithstanding their caution in preaching this 
extraordinary doctrine, (against which he acknowledges the 
Jews had the strongest prejudices,) the apostles nevertheless 
did preach it with effect, and that it was the general belief of 
the Jewish Christians in their time, he would have done it. 
It would certainly have favoured his great object in writing 
the piece, viz. the vindication of Dionyszus, in using a like 
caution with respect to the Sabellans, to have added, that 
this prudence, or caution, was not, in either of the two cases, 
finally detrimental to the cause of truth. I therefore con- 
sider the silence of Athanasius on this head as a negative 
argument of some weight; and, upon the whole, f think that 
Athanasius must have supposed that both the Jewzsh and 
Gentile Churches were Unitarian in the time of the apostles. 
At least, he enables us to infer that it must have been so, 
which is quite sufficient for my argument. 

Now, if this caution was requisite in the first instance, 
and with respect to the first converts that the apostles made, 
it was equally requisite with respect to the rest, at least for 
the sake of others who were not yet converted, unless the 
first should have been enjoined secrecy on that head. For 
whenever it had been known that the apostles were preach- 
ing not such a Messiah as they expected, viz. a man like 


* See Vol. XVIII. pp. 74, 75. 
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themselves, but the eternal God, the difference was so great, 
that a general alarm would have been spread, and the con- 
version of the rest of the Jews, (to a doctrine which must 
have appeared so highly improbable to them,) would have 
been impeded. We may, therefore, presume that the apostles 
must have connived at this state of ignorance concerning the 
divinity of Christ, in the Jewish Christians, till there was 
little hope of making any further. converts among the Jews, 
and till the gospel began to be preached to the Gentiles. 

Indeed, this must have been the case according to Aiha- 
nasius’s own account; for he says, that these Jews, being in 
error themselves, led the Genézles into the same error.* He 
must, therefore, be understood to say, that the Jewish con- 
verts, while, (through the caution of the apostles,) they were 
ignorant of the divinity of Christ, preached the gospel in 
that state to the Gentiles. And as he speaks of Gentiles in 
general, and without any respect to ame, and also of their 
being actually brought over to that belief, it is impossible 
not to understand him of this caution being continued till 
the gospel had been fully preached to the Gentiles as well 
as to the Jews. ἢ 

If, according to Athanasius, the apostolical reserve with 
respect to the doctrine of the divinity of Christ continued 
till this time, (and he says nothing concerning the termina- 
tion of it,) we may presume that this great doctrine, sup- 
posing it to have been known to the apostles, had not been 
publicly taught by them, till very near the time of their 
dispersion and death; and then | think it must have come 
too late, even from them. For it appears from the Book of 
Acts, that their mere authority was not sufficient to overbear 
the prejudices of their countrymen. At least, the commu- 
nication of a doctrine of so extraordinary a nature, of which 
they had no conception, must haye occasioned such an alarm 
and consternation, as we must have found some traces of in 
the history of the Acts of the Apostles. [{ could not have 
been received without hesitation and debate. 

lf we can suppose that the apostles, some time before their 
death, did communicate this great and unexpected doctrine, 
the effects of such communication must have been very 
transient. For, presently after the death of the apostles, we 
find all the Jewish Christians distinguished by the name of 


~ * See Vol. XVIII. p. 72. 

+ See ibid. p. 73. The conclusion of the paragraph to be found there, Dr. 
Priestley, in his Appendix to the Early Opinions, directed to be omitted “ as not 
being sufficiently to the purpose.” 
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Nazarenes, or Ebionites, and no trace of the doctrine of the 
divinity of Christ among them. * 

When all these things are considered, viz. that Athanasius 
acknowledged that it required great caution in the apostles 
to divulge the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, and that the 
gospel was preached with success among the Gentiles, while 
the Jews were ignorant of it, it can hardly be doubted, but 
that he must himself have considered the Christian church in 
general as Unitarian in the time of the apostles, at least till 
near the time of their dispersion and death. + . 

According to Athanasius, the Jews were to be well 
grounded in the belief of Jesus being the Christ, before they 
could be taught the doctrine of his divinity. Now, if we 
look into the Book of Acts, we shall clearly see, that they 
had not got beyond the first lesson in the apostolic age, the 
great burden of the preaching of the apostles being to per- 
suade the Jews that Jesus was the Christ. That he was 
likewise God they evidently left to their successors, who, 
indeed, did it most effectually, though it required a long 
course of time to succeed in it. t 


CHAPTER V. 


Of the concurrent Testimony of other Fathers to the Caution 
of the Apostles, in teaching the Doctrines of the Pre-exis- 
tence and Divinity of Christ. 


I HAVE no great occasion to lay much stress on the testi- 
mony of Athanasius, as there is that of others of the fathers 
sufficiently full and clear to the same purpose. 

Chrysostom having said, that Christ taught his divinity by 
his works only, says, that ““ Peter also, in the beginning, 
used the same method. For that, in his first discourse to 
the Jews, he taught nothing clearly concerning his divinity ; 
and because they were then incapable of learning any thing 
clearly concerning it, he dwelt upon his humanity ; that, 
being accustomed to this, they might be prepared for what 
they were to be taught afterwards. And if any person,” he 
says, ‘‘ will attend to the whole of his discourse, he will see 
what I say very clearly ; for he calls him a man, and dwells 


* See Vol. XVIII. pp. 73, 74. t See ibid. pp. 75, 76, 
{ See ibid. p. 76, Note *. 
VOL. Vi. 
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upon his suffering and resurrection, and things belonging to 
the flesh. And Paul, when he speaks of his being the Son of 
David according to the flesh, teaches us nothing farther, that 
what belonged to the humanity might be acknowledged ; 
but the Son of Thunder discourses concerning his mysterious 
and eternal existence; so that, omitting what he did, he 
relates what he was.” * 

The same writer says, that the apostles concealed the 
doctrine of the miraculous conception on account of the incre- 
dulity of the Jews with respect to it, and that when they 
began to preach the gospel, they insisted chiefly on the 
resurrection of Christ. With respect to the former, (and the 
same, may, no doubt, be applied to the latter,) he says, “ He 
did not give his own opinion only, but that which came by 
tradition from the fathers and eminent men. He, therefore, 
would not have his hearers to be alarmed, or think his account 
of it extraordinary.” + 

Thus, he says, that “it was not to give offence to the 
Jews, that Peter, in his first speech to them, did’ not say 
that Christ did the wonderful works of which he spake, but 
that God did them by him; that by speaking more modestly 
he might conciliate them to himself.” + The same caution 
he attributes to him in “ not saying that Christ, but that 
God spake by the mouth of his holy prophets, that by these 
means he might bring them gradually to the faith.” § 

After treating pretty largely of the conduct of the apostles, 
with respect to their insisting on the doctrine of the resur- 
rection of Christ, rather than that of his divinity, immediately 
after the descent of the Holy Spirit, he says, ‘* As to the 
Jews who had daily heard and been taught out of the law, 
‘Hear, O Israel, the Lord thy God is one Lord, and besides 


* Asa velo καὶ ὃ Πετρίον» ev apyn τεῳ κεχρηῖαι τῷ τρόπῳ" καὶ yap Taviqy (τηρωην) τῦρος 
Tedasas ἐδημήγορει δημηγοριῶν" καὶ ἐπειδὴ 8δὲν τσερι τῆς VeotntT@e avre Tews σαφες μαθειν 
ἰσχύον, Dia Talo τοῖς τσερι τῆς οἰκονομίαις ἐνδιωτριδει λογοις" ive τϑῆοις ἡ ἀκοὴ γυμνασδεισα 
τῇ λοιπῃ τορουδοποιησῃ διδασκωλιφ" καὶ εἰ βελοιῖο τις τὴν δημηγοριαν wacay ἄνωθεν διελιεὶν» 
ευρήσει Tele ὃ λεγὼ σφοῦρα διαλαμπον" καὶ yap ἀνδρω αὐτὸν KAAEL καὶ αὐτὸς, καὶ τοῖς TE 
παῖδες καὶ τῆς ανας-ἄσεως καὶ τῆς KATA σαρκα γεννήσεως ενδιατριδει λογοις. Καὶ ΠΙαυλος 
δε, ὅταν Acyy, Te γενομενξ ex σπερμαῖος Δαξιὸ nla σάρκα, οὐδὲν Elepoy ἥμιας wasdevet, GAN’ 
ὅτι TO ἐποιήσεν ETL τῆς οικονομιῶς TAPELANT TAL 6 καὶ ἥμιεις ὁμολογθμεν" GAN ὁ τῆς βρονῆης 
ὕιος WEPL τῆς ἀρῥητδ καὶ τροαιωνι8 ἥμιν ὑπαρξεως διωλεγεῆαι νυν" δια τ 870 To ἐποιησεν ὥφεις, 
τὸ ἣν εθηκεν. In Johan. Hom. ii. Opera, VIII. p. 20. (P.) 

t Αλλα μὴ Sopubeicwe wpa τὸ mapadokoy Te λεγοόμενθ᾽ οὐδὲ yop ἐμὸς 6 λογος ἀλλα 
πατέρων ἡμετερων δαυμαςων καὶ ἐπισήμων avdoov. In Matt. C. i. Hom. in. VIL. p. 

0. (P.) 


1 Ovnels λεγει ὅτι avt@», αλλ᾽ ὅτι OF αὐτῷ ὃ Θεὸς, ἵνα wadrday τῷ μετριάζειν εφελκυ- 
σηται. In Acta Apostolorum, C. ii. Hom. vi. VILL p. 401. (P.)- 

§ Ov Agyes ὧν evmev 6 Χρις(Ὁ», αλλ᾽ ὧν ελαλησεν 6 Oc©, ets τῷ συσκιαζειν μοαΐλον 
αὐτὰς ἐπαγομενίθν εἰς wis ἡρεμώ. In ibid, Hom. ix. Ν᾿ ἪΙ. p. 511. (.) 
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him there is no other,’ having seen him (Jesus) nailed to a 
cross, yea, having killed and buried him themselves, and 
not having seen him risen again; if they had heard that this 
person was God equal to the Father, would not they have 
rejected and spurned at it?” I want words in English to 
express the force of the Greek in this place. The Latin 
translator renders it, Nonne mazime omnes ab his verbis 
abhorruissent, ac resiliissent et oblatrassent. ‘On this ac- 
count,” he adds, ** they (the apostles) brought them forwards 
gently and by slow degrees, and used great art in condescend- 
ing to their weakness.” * 

Chrysostom represents the apostle as beginning his Epistle 
to the Hebrews with saying, that ‘* It was God who spake by 
the prophets, and not that Christ himself had spoken by them, 
because their minds were weak, and they were not able to 
bear the doctrine concerning Christ.” + He even says, that 
‘“* when he there speaks of Christ as above the angels,” he 
still spake of his humanity. “See,” says he, “ his great 
caution, ὅρα τὴν cuverw τὴν woAAyy, t the very expression 
used by Athanasius on a similar occasion. 

But we find no trace of either Jews or Gentzles having 
received these sublime doctrines that Chrysostom alludes to, 
in the age of the apostles. Nay we see that he himself 
represents the apostle Paul as obliged to use the same cau- 
tion with respect to the Jews, when he wrote the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, which was so late as A.D. 62, about two years 
before his death. 

Theodoret observes, that “‘ in the genealogy of Christ given 
by Matthew, this writer did not add ‘ according to the flesh,’ 

* Thos δὲ ἂν ἴβδαιοι δι Kad? Exacny ἥμερωαν, wavdavovles ὕπο te vone, Anse, Ισραηλ, 
κυριος ὁ Oc@e ce κυρ» ἕις ecw, καὶ Any avie οὐκ esi αλλος, ems Evds carpe sDovlec 
τπροσηλώμενον αὐτὸν, μᾶλλον Oe καὶ cavpworarles και Sarpavies, καὶ ovde avacavla δεασα- 
μένοι, axeovies ὅτι Θείδν» ecw avt@ dut@, και τῷ Warp ισίὉ», οὐκ ἂν μαλις-α wayroy 
ἀπεπήδησαν καὶ απερῥωγήσαν. Asal το ἡρεμα, Kab κατὰ μικρὸν, αὐτὲς προσξιξαζεσι, και 
worry μεν χεχρηνῖαι τῇ τῆς συγκαϊαξασεως οἰκονομίᾳ. In Acta, Hom.i. Opera, VIII. p. 
447. (P.) 

Tt Καὶ Sea τι συνεῆως avro espyne’ ov yap evrev ὁ Θεΐζν ελαλησεν᾽ καιὔοιγε avt@ yy ὃ 
λαλησας" αλλ᾽ ἐπειδὴ acSeves αὐων σαν ὧι ψυχαι, kas δδέπω axsew ἡδυνανῖο τῶ wep τῷ 
Xpise, φησιν 6 Oc@ δι’ aviov ελαλησεν. (In Heb. C.i. Opera, Χ. p. 1756.) That is, 
“See how prudently he spoke: for he said, God spake though it was himself that 
spake ; but because their minds were weak and they were not able to bear the 
things concerning Christ, he says, God spake by him.” 

N.B. The ov in the second clause of this passage must be inserted by mistake 
for xas, or some other particle, as it contradicts what is said in the close of the 


sentence, and the obvious sense of the whole. Or, perhaps, the first Θεΐζ should 


have been XescG. (P.) 

Perhaps an easier emendation would be, vss" ov yap εἰπεν ὃ (ὑιος) ἐλάλησεν nolorye 
ts Muy GAN ἐπειδὴ x. Δ. φησιν 6 Θεὸς δι᾿ avre (the text is ev vip) ἐλάλησεν. (X.) 

{ In Heb. C. i, Opera, X. pe 1755. (P.) 
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because the men of that time would not bear it ;” evidently 
meaning, that they would thereby have been led into a sus- 
picion that, in the idea of the writer, he had some higher 
origin, and that they would have been offended at it. “ But 
the apostle Paul,” he says, “" could not avoid that expression 
in his Epistle to the Romans.” [i. 3.] He adds, that 
ἐς before his death, not only to the other Jews, but to the 
apostles themselves, he did not appear as a God, nor did his 
miracles lead them to form that opinion of him.’* This 
whiter also says, that the apostles in mentioning the subjec- 
tion of Christ to the Father, (1 Cor. xv. 28,) spake of him 
more lowly than was necessary for their advantage.” 
(Ecumenius also says, that ““ Peter, in his first speech, 
[Acts ii. 30,] though by saying that Christ rose ‘ according 
to the flesh,’ he intimated that he was God, yet refers all to 
the Father, that they might receive his sayings.”+ He 
makes the same observation on Peter’s saying, ‘* the promise 
of the Spirit” was from “the Father.” [Ver. 33.] ‘‘ He 
refers things to the Father, that he might draw his hearers.’’§ 
Again, he observes, that he said, “ The Father, and not 


ἘΞ Ἢ yap του καῆα σαρχα προσϑηχη, aivitlelas ὡς Te Ocov καὶ walpog ὑιος ἐσῆιν αλησως nolo 
τὴν Seotyla’ ovde yap emt τῶν τ8ῆο μονὸν ovlwy ὅπερ ὅρωνΐαι, ες ιν εὐρειν TO Kala σᾶρκῶ τροσ- 
κείμενον" Kar μάρτυς ὃ μακάριος Ματθαιος 6 ευαγἴελις-ης᾽ εἰρηκῶς γὰρ Abouap ἐγεννήσε 
toy Ισαακ, Ioaan δὲ ἐγεννῆσε τὸν Ἰακωθ, Τωκωξ δὲ ἐγεννησε τὸν [βδῶν, καὶ wacay εφεξης 
τὴν γενεαλογιαν διεξελδων, δδαμθ τὸ καῖα σώρκω wpocevemev οὐχ, ypmotie yap avToic 
αν ρωποῖς eo ἡ τοιαυῆη wpoodyKy evlavda δὲ, ἐπειδὴ oun αν ρωπίθ» μόνον ες-ιν, ἀλλα καὶ 
Θεὸς wpoaswvios ὃ ενανρωπησας Θεὸς λογος, Tov σπερμοῆῖος του Δαξιδ μνημονευσας ὃ ὅειος 
απόςολος, ἀναγκάιως τὸ Kala σάρκα προς εϑεικε, σάφως ἡμᾶς διδαξας, τσως μεν ὕιος est τοῦ 
Θεου, πως δὲ του Aabid ἐχρηματισε. 

Προ μεν του σταύρου Kas του παθες, ὁ δεσποῆης Χριςος ov μόνον τοις ἄλλοις 1ϑδαιοις, ἀλλα 
καὶ αὐῇοις τοις ἀποστολοις aux Edones EVAL Θεὸς" τοροσεπταιον yap τοις αν ρωπίνοις, ἐστδιονα 
τε καὶ wivovla, καὶ καθευδονῆα, καὶ κοπιωνω δ εώμενοι, καὶ ovde TA δαυμαῖα αὐτὸς τσρος 
ταἀυΐην ἐποδηγει την okay avtima Tuy τὸ καΐω τὴν Nadatlay “εωσαώμιενοι “αυμῶ ελεγον 
wmolames ἐστιν ὅτος ὃ ανῶρωπος, ὁτι καὶ ἡ σωλασσα καὶ δι ἄνεμοι ὕπαχϑεσιν αὐτῷ ; Ara 
τοι τεῖο καὶ ὃ κυριος ἐλεγε pos αὐτους" Πόλλω exo λέγειν ὕμιν, AAW ov δυνασδε Bac- 
Tale ἀρτι. 

Προ μὲν av τὸ mabes τοιαυΐας εἰχὸν δοξως wept αυτϑ᾽ mela δὲ τὴν ἀανας-ἂσιν, καὶ THY εἰς 
ϑρανες avabaciy, καὶ Te τσαναγιΒ τυνευμαῖος ἐπιφοιΐησιν, καὶ τας ττανοδώπως Ψαυμαῆεργιας 
cig ἐπετελδν, καλδνῆες αυτϑ τὸ σεξασμιον OVO, εγνωσῶᾶν ἁπαν]ες δι πσις-εὐονῖες, ὅτι καὶ Θεὸς 
ἐςι, καὶ Te Θεοῦ μονογενὴς ὕιος. In Rom. C. i. Opera, Ill. p. 15, ed. Hale. (P.) 

+ Ὁ μεν οὖν δ ιος ἀποςολος τὴν Ex τῆς “Ἑλληνικῆς wvdorayias φυομενὴν ὑφορώμινος βλα- 
ἔην, ταυῖα wposedeme, ταπεινοεροις χρησάμενος λόγοις δια τὴν exewov ὠφελειῶν. In 
1 Cor. xv. Opera, 111. p. 278. (P) 

+ Καὶ ουδὲ ὅτως ἡλθεν εἰς τὸν Χριςον, adda παλιν ἐγκωμιαζεῖαι 6 Aabid, dia tov apo- 
φηΐης ουν ὕπαρχων, iva δια τὴν πρὸς τιμὴν nas τὸ γενος τὸ am ἐχεινβ, Ta Xpice δεξωναι Tov 
WEP τῆς αναςάσεως Aoyov’ καὶ οὐχ εἶπεν, OTs ἐπηγειλοῖο αὐτῳ 6 Θεὸς GAN ὁ μειζον καὶ 
απαραξαῖον ἕν, To wore’ τὸ δὲ κατα σαρκῶ νηρυτήονῖος εςτιν, ὡς και Θεὸς Χριςος, nut συνεςιιν 
τ τῳ Warps pare de τῳ WaTp avatinngy, ἵνα Tews wrapadebwvias TH λεγόμενα. Opera, 

.Ρ. 41. (P.) 


δ Kar παλιν τῳ warps avatininos τὸ γεγονός Gide yap STW TES ἀκροατᾶς ἐπισπωμενος. 
Qicumen. I, p. 21. (P.) 
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Christ, promised that appearance by Joel.”* On another 
part of his speech, [ver. 13,] in which mention is made of 
God glorifying “his Son Jesus,” he says, “ he spake humbly 
concerning him.” F 

Quoting Theodoret, he ‘ calls low discourses concerning 
Christ the first elements. To those who were not capable 
of a perfect faith, the preachers of the gospel offered what 
relates to the humanity of Christ. Thus the blessed Peter 
preaching to the Jews, measures his doctrine by the weak- 
ness of his hearers. [For he says, [ Acés ii. 22,| “ Jesus of 
Nazareth, a man approved of God among you.’ And ye 
have need, he says, from negligence, not being such, (that is, 
perfect,) of milk, not of strong meat. He calls low discourses 
concerning Christ, those that relate to the flesh, mA, and 
strong meat for the perfect, discourses concerning the divinity 
of Christ. For those, therefore, who were babes in faith, 
there was need of low discourses, as milk is fit for babes; but 
for the perfect in faith, there was need of strong meat, the 
sublime philosophy concerning Christ. Every one, he says, 
who partakes of milk, that is, every one who wants these 
low discourses concerning the humanity of Christ, (for they 
are milk,) is unskilful, and not a partaker of the word of 
righteousness. By the word of righteousness, he means the 
doctrine of the divinity of Christ,” &c. ᾧ 

“ Having called discourses concerning the humanity of 
Christ, the first princeples, and those concerning his divinity 
perfection, lest they should despond, as not being worthy 
of the most perfect discourses, he endeavours to give them 
those that were perfect. And he says so, but not in the 
same sense in which he had used the word perfect before, 
for they were not able to bear it. Buthe disposes his dis- 


* Kar’ apyas μὲν yap To wowra (watepa) ελεγεν, ov Tov Χριςον ἀπαγἴειλασδαι TETO 
δια Ἰωηλ τοῦ wpopyte. Opera, I. p. 21. (P. 

t τι τῶν ταπεινοερων exelas Oia τοῦ εἰπεῖν οὐκ ig δυναμει ϑαυμαϊθργησαιττετῳ 
προσδϑειναι τον aida, ov yap το αὐ]οδοξαςον evs πτροσϑηκὴν δοξης λαξειν. Ibid. p. 28. (P.) 

{ AAAO. Troyer τῆς ὠρχής τῶν λογιὼν Te Θεου, τες ταπεινοΐερος weps Xpise λογους 
εκαλεσε" τοῖς γὰρ μήδε πω τὴν Wisw ἐσχηκοσι τελειῶν, τῶ περι τῆς aYIpwmoTHlos τοροσε- 
φερὸν μονα, τῆς αληδειας δι κηρυκες᾽ ὅτως ὁ μακαριος Πετρος [ϑδαιοις δημηγορων ἐμδτρησε τὴν 
διδασκαλίαν Ty ασϑενειφ, τῶν aneovtwv. ἴησδν yap, εφη, τὸν Ναζαραιον, avdpa amo Tov 
Θεου αποδεδειγμιενον εἰς ὑμας. Και γεγόνατε χρειῶν εχονῖες. Αυτοι yeyovare, φήσιν, εκ 
ῥαδδυμιας, οὐκ οντες τοιδΒῖοι, γαλωκτος καὶ OV ςερεας τροφεως" Yar λεγει τὰς τώπεινῆς σερι 
Xgise λογες, Tes wepe τῆς σαρκος" ςερεαν δὲ τροφην, Tes τελειες τὰς σερι τῆς “εοτηῖος αυ8᾽ 
τοις Ovy ETE νήπιοις τὴν Wisty εδει λογων, ταπεινων (καταλλήλον γὰρ τοις νήπιοις TO γωλα) 
τοις de τελείοις THY Wisi, τῆς «ἐρεῖς τροῴφης καὶ τῆς ὕψηλης τερι Xoise φιλοσοφιας᾽ was 
YAP ὃ μεΐεχων γαλακτος, Was yap, φησιν, ὃ μετέχων λογων ταπεινων, των περι τῆς εὐὐδῦρω- 
ποτηΐος του Kupie (ὅτοι yap τὸ yaha) ἀπειρὺς ἐστι καὶ ὠμεῖοχος λογδ δικαιοσυνής" λόγον be 
δικαιοσυνῆς Ayes, τὸν WEG τῆς Μεοτηῖος Te κυριΒ᾽ ἡ στερεῶώ τροφη᾽ ὁ ὕψηλος λογος" καὶ TH 
ὕψηλα wep Χριστε δογματα. In Heb. Opera, ll. p. 353. (PL) 
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course in another manner, calling first principles, baptism, 
the imposition of hands, and the sign ;” perhaps that of the 
cross, ‘‘ and perfection, the philosophy of works.” * 

Commenting on Heb. v. 7, he ‘ was heard, in that he 
feared,” Gicumenius says, ‘‘ this he said on account of the 
weakness of his hearers.” And again, speaking of God 
having ‘‘ raised up Christ,” [Rom. viii. 11, 1 Cor. xv. 15, | 
he says, ‘‘ the divine Paul often speaks in a low style; saying, 
That the Father raised up Christ.” + 

Theophylact, commenting on Heb. i., says, “‘ Why did he 
not say that Christ spake to us? It was both because they 
were weak, and not yet able to hear concerning Christ, and 
to shew, that the Old and the New Testament have the 
same author.” § 

I shall now proceed to shew, that, in the opinion of the 
same fathers, the apostles thought it necessary to observe the 
same caution in teaching the doctrine of the divinity of Christ 
is the Gentiles, that had been requisite with respect to the 

CWS. 


CHAPTER VI. 


Of the Caution observed by the Apostles in teaching the Doc- 
trines of the Pre-existence and Divinity of Christ to the 
Gentile Converts. 


Tue apostles found the Jews fully persuaded concerning 
the doctrine of the Divine Unity, and on that account they 
are represented by the fathers as cautious how they taught 
the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, lest their hearers should 


have been staggered at it, as if they had preached two Gods. 


The Gentiles were in a quite different situation, believing in 


* Ave εἰπὼν ἀρχὴν Tove weps ἀν ϑρωποτήϊος Ta πυριΒ λόγους, τελειοτηω δὲ τοὺς περι δ εο- 
τηῖος, ἵνα μὴ αδήμονωσιν ὅτοι, ὡς μὴ αξιδμενοι τῶν τελειοτερων λόγων, λέγειν τῆς τελείας 
τσειραῆαι" λέγει Se, οὐχ ὡς ave τελειες εκώλεσε, (ov yap ιἰσχυοὸν ἀκουσαι,) BAN ἕτερως μεο- 
Sever τὸν λογον, ἀρχὴν μεν τὸ βαπτισμα κάλων, καὶ τὴν EY αὐτῷ τῶν χείρων ἐπίδεσιν καὶ 
σῴφραγιδα, τελειοτηα de, τὴν OF ἐεργων φιλοσοφιῶν. Photius in Gcumen. in Heb., IL. p. 
354. (P.) 

t Καὶ acanecdas. Τοσεῖον, φησιν, concern, ὅτι καὶ avert’ rele δὲ εἰπε διῶ τὴν 
ἀσθένειαν τῶν anvovloy, emw weyaras exovloy we Χριστϑ δοξας. Tov δὲ ταπεινων τϑῆων 
ῥημαΐῆων δυο αἰτίαι, ἧτε σαρξ, και ἡ acTena των ἀκϑονίων. In Heb. I. p.349. (P.) 

{Πολλαχβ yap ταπεινοϊερα ὃ ειος ΠΠαυλίθ» preySoncvos, τον walepa φησιν ἀνασ- 
Thea τὸν Ἄριστον. Ibid. p. 810. (P.) 

§ Διὰ τι δὲ οὐκ εἶπεν; eharnoey ἡμιν 6 Ἄριστος; “Awa μεν, dice τὸ ἀσύδενεις EVOL CUT EGy 
καὶ μηπω dwacdor aneoar wep τῇ Χριστϑ᾽ aya Oe καὶ δεικνυων, OTF ἡ τσαλαια καὶ ἡ 
Kain, ἕνος ἐστι nos Te αυτε. 11. p. 876. (P.) 
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a multiplicity of Gods ; on which account it might be thought 
to require less caution to teach this favourite doctrine to 
them. But then, for the same reason for which it was 
thought improper for Moses and the prophets to teach it to 
the Jews, in the former periods of their history, when they 
were in danger of falling into idolatry, it was equally impro- 
per to insist upon it with the Gentiles, lest they should have 
been encouraged to persevere in the same system. Also, 
after they were brought to the worship of one God, they 
would have been no less averse to such a doctrine as the 
Trinity than the Jews. On this account it was not less 
hazardous, according to Chrysostom, to teach the doctrine of 
the divinity of Christ to the Gentiles than it had been to the 
Jews. 

In the passage, part of which I have quoted above, [p. 
418,] after observing, that if the apostles had not conducted 
themselves in this cautious manner with respect to the 
Jews, their whole doctrine would have appeared incredible 
to them, he adds, “" And at Athens Paul calls him” (Jesus) 
**simply a man, and nothing farther, and for a good reason : 
for if they often attempted to stone Christ himself, when he 
spake of his equality with the Father, and called him on 
that account a blasphemer, they would hardly have received 
this doctrine from fishermen, especially after speaking of 
him as crucified. And why do I speak of the Jews, when 
at that time even the disciples of Christ himself were often 
disturbed and scandalized at him, when they heard sublime 
doctrines ὃ On which account he said, [ John xvi. 19,7 “1 have 
many things to say to you, but ye cannot bear them now.’ 
And if they could not bear these things, who had lived so 
long with him, and had received so many mysteries, and seen 
so many miracles, how could men, who were then first taken 
from their altars, idols, and sacrifices, and cats, and croco- 
diles, (for such was the worship of the Heathens,) and being 
then first brought off from these abominations, readily re- 
ceive sublime doctrines ?” * 


* Ey δὲ Αϑήηναις nas av pwmoy αὐον dwrws καλει 6 Παυλῷνν, ουδὲ πλεὸν εἰπων" εἰκοτως" 
εἰ yap avioy τὸν Χριςον διαλεγόμενον περι τῆς εἰς τὸν σατερα sroTnT Or, Aitacas πολλάκις 
επιχειρήσαν, και βλασῴφημον δια Teo ἐκαλεν, σχρλῃ γ᾽ av Waa των ἅλιεων τοῖον Tov λογὸν 
debavlo, καὶ τϑῖο τοῦ ςιαυρου πρροχωρησανῖος. Kas τι des λέγειν τς [ϑδαιθς᾽ one γε και 
autos Tole πολλάκις δι μαηϊαι των ὑψηλοτέρων ἀκβον]ες ENopvbavle καὶ ἐεσκανδαλιζονο" δια 
τοῖο καὶ ἔλεγε, Πολλὰ exw λέγειν ὕμιν, αλλ᾽ ov dvvace βας-αζειν ἀρτι" εἰ δὲ ἐκείνοι ove 
εδυνανῖο δι συγενομιενοι χρονον τοσ ον, καὶ τοσεῆων κοινωνήσανες ἀπορῥηΐων, καὶ τοσαυῖα 
σεασαμενοι Savpala, was ανῦρωποι ἀπὸ βωμῶν, καὶ εἰδωλων, καὶ ὥυσιων, καὶ αἰλϑρων, 
καὶ κροκοδείλων, τοιαυῖα yap ν των Ἕλληνων σεδασμαῖωα; Kar τῶν ἄλλων των κάκων Tole 
wowley ὡποσπασδενῖες, αἴροον τὰς ὕψηλος των δογμαῆων εδεξανῖο λογες. In Acta, Hom. 


i. Opera, VAL p. 447. (P.) 
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Theodoret; commenting on 1 Cor. vill. 6, “ To us there is 
but one God the Father,—and one Lord Jesus Christ,” says, 
«© Here he calls the one, God, and the other, Lord, lest he 
should give those who were just freed from Heathenism, 
and had learned the truth, a pretence for returning to their 
Heathenism and idolatry.” * 

(@cumenius, on the same place, says, ‘ The apostle speaks 
cautiously concerning the Father and the Son, calling the 
Father the one God, lest they should think there were two 
Gods; and the Son the one Lord, lest they should think 
there were two Lords. For if he had said God and God, 
the Greeks, from their ignorance, would have thought it had 
been Polytheism ; or if he had said Lord and Lord, they 
would have thought there were many Lords. This is the 
reason why he now says, that the Father was God, and the 
Son Lord. For he had premised that with us there was but 
one God. Had he called both the Father and the Son God, 
and Lord, he would have been found acting contrary to his 
own affirmation to the Greeks, and would have appeared to 
have introduced many Gods and many Lords. Therefore he 
calls the Father God, and the Son Lord; condescending to 
the state of novices in the Greeks.” + Again, speaking of 
God having raised Christ from the dead, he says, “* The 
apostle herein condescends to them as children, not that 
Christ was not able to raise himself.”+ Theodoret also, in 
his exposition of 1 Cor. xv. 28, in which the apostle says, 
that the Son was subject to the Father, says, ‘* The divine 
apostle, fearing the evil that might arise from the Grecian 
mythology, added these things, speaking in low terms for 
their advantage.” ὃ 

According to Gicumenius, those whom John, in his first 
epistle, addresses as children, were those who were acquainted 


* Evlauda μέντοι τὸν μὲν Θεὸν wpornyopevce, τὸν Se nvoroy' iva μη τοῖς EvayxXos τῆς 
ἝἙλληνικης πλανης ἀπαλλαγεισι, καὶ τὴν ἀλησειαν μεταμασϑσι, πσωρωσχῃ Wpopaciy εἰς 
τὴν τολυῶεον εξαπατὴν τρωλινδρομήσαι. In loc. Opera, Ul. p. 158. (L.) 

t Ato καὶ ὅτως ἀσφάλως Te τωτρος καὶ Te viB ἐμνησ Ty’ τὸν μὲν WaTEoa εἰπὼν Eva Θεὸν, 
iva μὴ δυο Teovs νομισωσι, τὸν καὶ viov ἕνα κυριον, ἵνα μή Ovo κυριϑς νομισωσιν᾽ εἰ yap εἰπε 
Θεὸν καὶ Θεὸν, πτολυϑειαν ἂν εξ ἀπειριᾶς ενομισῶν Ἕλληνες, ἡ Κύριον καὶ Κυριον, wodvnv- 
ριυτη]α ay εἐνομισαν" doe nas Te νυν εἰπεῖν Θεὸν waleou, καὶ κυριον τὸν ὑιον αὐτῇ ἣ αἰτία" 
ἦν γαρ ὑποσχόμενος wap ἥμιν Ever Θεὸν εἰνωι" εἰ ὃν εἶπεν nau Toy walepa καὶ τὸν ὕιον, Θεὸν 
ἡ Κυριον, wads εὑρισκεῖο τῇ ormere ὑπόσχεσει ὅσον προς Ἕλληνας ενανἼίδμενος, καὶ πολυ- 
σείαν ἡ τολυκυριοτηῖα κατα τὸ φαινόμενον εἰσώγων" Διο Θεὸν εἰπὼν τὸν walepa, κυριὸν εἰπε 
Tov ὗιον τη νηπιοτη ι συγκαταξαινων των Ἕλληνων. Opera, I. p. 492. (P.) 

is Ὃ de Θεὸς και TOY KUGLOY ἤγειρεν. Et: νηπίοις δσιν, εδει συγκαῖαξαινειν, καὶ προς τὴν 
νηπιοτηίω αὐτῶν λαλειν" μη σορυξησης ἀκϑσαᾶς ὅτι 6 Θεὸς τὸν Χριςον ἡγειρεν᾽ ov yap ewer 
οὐν ἰσχυσεν ἕωυτον ἐγειρῶι, Tele φησιν. Ibid. p. 469. (}.) ᾿ 

§ Ὁ μεν ovy Mesos ὡποςολος τὴν ex τῆς Ἑλληνικῆς μυϑολογίως φυομενὴν ὑφορωμενος βλα- 


δὴν, ταυῖα πτρος-εἶδεικε, Tomewvolegars χρησάμενος λόγοις δια τὴν ἐκεινῶν ὠφελειαν. Opera, 
Ill. p. 401. (Ρὴ 
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with the humanity of Christ only, as the grown men were 
those who knew his divinity. Of the latter he says, that 
“they knew him that was from the beginning. But who 
is from the beginning, but God the logos, who was in 
the beginning with God?” He represents him as explain- 
ing his own meaning in the following manner: ‘ Since 
I know that you will receive my writings according to 
the difference in your ages, 1 must measure my doctrine 
according to your ages, and discourse with some as children 
who know the Father;” he means God the Father only ; 
ἐς but to others as fathers, who know more than the children, 
and not as the Father only, but as without origin and un- 
searchable, for he was in the beginning. To these I must 
address more perfect discourses.” * Inconsistently, however, 
with this, he says, that ““ by those who deny the Son, in this 
epistle, are meant they who say that Christ was a mere 
man;” and yet he says, that ‘“ by those who denzed that 
Jesus was the Christ, were meant the Gnostics.” 

Theophylact, commenting on 1 Cor. 1. 9, says, ‘* Since 
Paul was writing to the Greeks, who worshipped many 
gods and many lords, on this account he does not call the 
Son God, lest they should think there were two Gods, as 
being accustomed to Polytheism. Nor did he call the 
Father Lord, lest they should think there were many Lords. 
For the same reason he made no mention of the Holy Spirit, 
sparing the weakness of his hearers; as the prophets do not 
mention the Son clearly, on account of the Jews, lest they 
should think of a generation with passion.” f In his com- 
mentary on Col. 1. 12, he observes, that ““ Paul mentions 
‘giving thanks unto the Father’ only. He does the same,” 
he says, “‘ in the Epistle to the Corinthians, bringing them 
gradually to the doctrine concerning the Son.” ἢ 

* “Orc χαὶ exe τὴν γνωσιν Ta am ἀρχῆς μαρτυρει" τις Oe ὁ am’ apyns; Ex μὴ 6 Θεὸς 
λογος, ὅς ἣν ev apyn wpos Tov Θεὸν. Eres ovy φησιν ὅτως ὕμας οιἰδα, KATH τὰς των ἡλικιων 
διαφορας δεξομενδς τὰ wag Ene γραφομενα, ἀναγκὴ κάμε τταραμετρησαι τῇ διαϑεσει τῆς 
ἡλικίας ὕμων τὴν διδασκαλίαν, καὶ τοις μεν, ὡς τσαιδιοις ἐπεγνωκοσι τὸν wartepa (λεγει δὲ 
Tov Θεον) διαλεχϑηναι" τοῖς δε, ὡς πτατρασιν, δι τσλεον EXLTL των ταιδιων κατῶ τὴν γνωσιν, 
τὸ μη ὡς πατερα μόνον ἐπεγκωχκενῶι», GAA καὶ ὡς ἀναρχος καὶ ἀαδιεξιτη]ος" ἣν yap εν apxn 
Telos δὲ και τελειωήερων αξιαν wapaderw ποιησασῶαι λόγων. In Johan. Opera, 1}. p. 
570. (P.) 

+ AAW ἐπειδὴ προς Ἕλληνας yy 6 Aoyos αὐτῷ, πτολυδειων wperbevovlac καὶ ππολυκυριο]ηα" 
δια τεῖο, ουτε καὶ τὸν ὗιον Θεὸν εἰπεν, iva μή δυο Θεους νομισωσιν᾽ ATE τολυδειᾳ εἐνειδγισμενοι" 
GUTE καὶ τὸν WATEGH κυριον, ἵνα μη πολλὲς κυριδς καὶ Trap’ ἥμιν εἰναι δοξωσι. Ara ταυΐην 
δὲ τὴν aitiay, ovde τα πινευμαῖος εμνησϑη evtavTa, φειδόμενος τῆς ασϑενειάς τῶν ἀκϑοντῶν" 
ὦσπερ καὶ δι τοροφηῖαι Te tie σαφως ov μεμνηνται, dia τὸς Ledases, ἵνα μὴ ἐμπαδη νομισωσι 
τὴν γεννήσιν. Opera, II. p. 226. (P.) ; 

1 Ὄντω καὶ ev ry προς Κορινεθς moses, Hocua de ἐμδιξαζει αὐτὸς εἰς τὸν wege view 
λόγον. Ibid. p.631. (P.) 
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The same writer, in his commentary on 1 Tim. ii. 5, 
«-ς There is one God, and one Mediator between God and 
men, the man Christ Jesus,” says, ‘* He does not speak 
plainly concerning the deity of Christ, because Polytheism 
then abounded, and lest he should be thought to introduce 
many gods ; where, though he says, one and one, he does not 
put them together, and say éwo, but only one and one. Such 
is the caution of the Scriptures. On this account he makes 
no mention of the Spirit, lest he should seem to be a Poly- 
theist.” * 

Such abundant evidence as this, when there is nothing to 
oppose to it, (and many more passages: to the same purpose 
might, 1 doubt not, be collected, if it could be thought that 
they were at all wanting,) must surely satisfy all the impar- 
tial, that, in the opinion of the Christian fathers, the doc- 
trines of the pre-existence and divinity of Christ were 
considered as being of such a nature, as that it would not 
have been prudent to risk the communication of them either 
with Jews or Gentzles, on their first conversion to Christianity. 
And the plain inference from this is, that the orthodox 
fathers must necessarily have supposed, that the Christian 
church in general was at first Unitarian, and that it continued 
to be so a considerable time. For none of them say or hint 
when this caution on the part of the apostles ceased; and 
they represent them as using it in the very latest of their 
writings, as in those from Paul after his confinement at 
Rome, and therefore not long before the destruction of Jeru- 
salem. At that time, therefore, they must have thought that 
the great body of Christians were Unitarians, and without 
being considered as heretics on that account. 

But the most decisive proof of this is their universally 
concluding, that the doctrines of the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ were never taught clearly and explicitly 
till it was done by John, in the introduction to his Gospel, Ὁ 
which they supposed to have been published among the last 
of the books of the New Testament, and after the death of the 
other apostles. 


* Οὐκ εἰπε Se φανερως καὶ wept τῆς Seorylog τῷ Xoise, ἐπειδὴ worvdera τότε ἐκράτει, 
καὶ ἵνα μὴ νομισῦῃ καὶ αὐτὸς WoAARS Θεοὺς πσαρεισαγειν᾽ ὅπϑγε ovde το, ἕις καὶ ἕξις, ὅταν 
λεγήται, προσήκει συντιδ ενῶι, και λέγειν ὃνο, ἀλλα ἕις καὶ Ect τοσαυτὴ yap ἡ ευὐλαξεια 
τῆς rpasas, δια Talo ex ἐμνησϑδη οὐδὲ τ wvevuatos, ἵνα μὴ doby worvdens εἰναι. Ibid. 

"787. (P. 
F + ** What none of the other evangelists has taught us,’ says Theophylact, ¢ he 
has thundered forth. For as they confined their narratives to what happened to 
Christ in the body, and speak nothing clearly or expressly of his eternal genera- 
tion—the great John relates his heavenly generation.’” Lindsey’s Sequel, 1776, 
pp. 195, 196, 


JOHN FIRST TAUGHT THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST. 497 


CHAPTER VII. 


Of John being thought to have been the first who clearly and 
boldly taught the Doctrines of the Pre-existence and Divinity 
of Christ. 


As this is an article of considerable consequence, I shall 
produce a redundance of evidence in support of it; nothing 
being better calculated to satisfy us, that, in the opinion of 
the Christian fathers, the doctrines of the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ were not generally received in the life- 
time of the other apostles; and, therefore, that simple Unz- 
éarianism could not have been considered as any heresy in 
the early ages. These authorities | shall produce, as I have 
generally done others, nearly in the order of time in which 
the writers flourished. I shall only first observe, that John 
seems to have got the title of Seorx0y@, divine, from this 
circumstance, of his teaching the doctrine of the divine logos, 
which was supposed to be peculiar to him. * This appellation 
is given to him in the title to the Book of Revelatzon. It is 
mentioned by Athanasius in his Sermo major de Fide, + and 
also by Cyril of Alexandria.~ For a similar reason Isazah 
is styled Theologus by Eusebius, in Isaiah xxiv. 10. ὃ 

I shall also remind my reader in this place, that this 
hypothesis of John having taught the doctrine of the divinity 
of Christ in the introduction of his Gospel, does not occur in 
the earliest writers. These being nearer to the source of 
information, say that John had a view to the Gnostics only, 
both in his Epistles and the introduction to his Gospel. 
This was the opinion of Zreneus, who wrote about the year 
170.|| The first writer who says that John meant the Uni- 
tartans, | believe, was Origen. 


* « The popular error,” says Mr. Lindsey, “ concerning St. John's design in pen- 
ning his Gospel, seems to have given occasion to that sarcastic censure of him by the 
emperor Julian, as if by a cunning after-thought he had contrived to bring in Christ 
as God, which neither Paul nor any of the other evangelists had presumed to do. 
« But that good man John,” says the emperor, ‘ perceiving what multitudes were 
seized with this frenzy in the cities of Greece and Italy,—he was thereby embolden- 
ed to advance that doctrine.’ Julian’s proof of his accusation brought against our 
apostle, as Cyril hath preserved it to us, shews great want of candour, and it is 
plain he entirely misunderstood his author.” Sequel, pp. 196, 198. 

+ Montfancon's Collectio, Il. p. 13. (P-) 

1 Hom., Opera, ll. p.75. (P.) 

§ Montfaucon’s Collectio, 11. p. 450,,.(P.) 

|| For which see his Works, I, p. 253. (P.) 
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SECTION I. 


The Acknowledgments of the Christian Fathers that John was 
the first who taught the Doctrines above-mentioned. 


OriGEN, though a zealous defender of the doctrines of 
the pre-existence and divinity of Christ, yet, as will appear 
in its proper place, only considered them as more sublime 
doctrines, fit for the more perfect Christians. He says, that 
‘“‘ John alone introduced the knowledge of the eternity of 
Christ to the minds of the fathers.’* ‘ John himself was 
transformed into God, and so became partaker of the truth, 
and then pronounced that the word of God was in God from 
the beginning.” Ὁ | 

“ΝΟ one,” says this writer, ‘ taught the divinity of Christ 
so clearly as John, who presents him to us, saying, ‘ I am 
the light of the world, 1 am the way, the truth, and the life ; 
Tam the resurrection ; I am the gate, I am the good shepherd ;’ 
and in the Revelation, “1 am the Alpha and the Omega, the 
beginning and the end, the first and the last... We may 
therefore boldly say, that as the Gospels are the first-fruits,” 
(or the most excellent part,) “‘ of the Scriptures, so the Gospel 
of John is the first-fruits of the Gospels; the sense of which 
no person can conceive, except he who reclines on the breast 
of Jesus, and who receives from Jesus his mother Mary, and 
makes her his own. He must be another John, who was 
shewn by Jesus as another Jesus. For he who is perfect 
does not himself live, but Christ lives in him; and since 
Christ lives in him, he says to Mary concerning him, Behold 
thy Son, Christ himself.” ἢ 

The meaning of this is, that, to have the knowledge of the 


* “ Joannes sola ejus eterna in notitiam fidelium animarum introducit.” Opere, 
II. p. 428. (P.) 

+ “ Sanctus itaque theologus in Deum transmutatus, veritatis particeps, Domini 
verbum subsistere in Deo principio, hoc est Deum Filium in Deo Patre, pronun- 
cate 7016. (P.) 

1 Ovders yap εκεινων axpalws εφανερωσεν αὐτῷ τὴν Seoryla ὡς Iwavyys, wapasytas 
avioy Aeyovla, Ἔγω εἰμι To φως τ κοσμιϑ, εγὼ εἰμι ἡ δος, και ἡ «ἀλησεια, καὶ ἡ ζωη" Eyo εἰμε 
ἡ avasacic Eye εἰμι ἡ Supa, eyw εἰμι ὃ τσοιμὴν ὃ καλος" καὶ εν TH ἀποκώλυψει, ἔγω εἰμι τὸ 
ὦ καὶ TOW, ἡ ἀρχὴ καὶ τὸ TEAC, ὃ τρρωτί᾽» και ὃ εσχατίθ»" τολμήητεον τοινυν εἰπεῖν ὠπωρχὴν 
μὲν Wacwy γράφων evar τὰ evayleia, τῶν δὲ ευαγίελιων amapyny τὸ κατα Ἰωαννὴν, δυ 
τὸν vay δδεις OuvaTas Aabey μη ἀναπεσὼν ἐπὶ τῶ «ἬΝ Ιησϑ, μηδὲ Aabov ano ἴησδ τὴν 
Μαριαν γενομένην καὶ αὐτϑ μητερα᾽ καὶ τήλικϑτον δὲ γενεσῖδαι OE τὸν ἐσόμενον aAAOY Ιωαν- 
yyy, ὡς τε διονει τὸν Ἰωαννὴν δειχίύηναι ovta Incay amo Ἰησδ-τ-εκαι yap was ὃ τετελειωμενίθ)» 
Sn axeti, αλλ᾽ ev avtw Cn Xeic@v, καὶ ewes Sy ev αὐτῳ Χρις», λέγεται σερι αὐτϑ τῇ 
Mapia, ide 6 iG» ca ὁ Χριςίϑν, Comment, in Johan. 11, p. 5. (P.) See Val. 
XVIII. pp. 197, 198. ge 
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sublime doctrines of the pre-existence and divinity of Christ, 
as taught by John, a man must be a Christian of the first 
class and rank, far above the ordinary sort. He must be a 
second John, and a second Jesus, imbibing their spirit, and 
entering into their most profound meaning. 

Eusebius says, that ‘“ John began the doctrine of the 
divinity of Christ, that being reserved for him, as the most 
worthy.” * 

But he who wrote the most largely and the most elo- 
quently on this subject is Chrysostom. And it will be seen, 
that the greatness of the mystery, its alarming appearance to 
the Jews, and the extreme caution of the evangelists and 
apostles in divulging it, gave him great scope for magnifying 
the courage of JoAn, in teaching what the other apostles had 
only ventured to hint at, and which it was reserved for him, 
as the “ Son of Thunder,” and whose emblem was the eagle, 
to express his soaring higher than any other that had gone 
before him. : 

“ John,” he says, “ alone taught the eternal and super- 
celestial wisdom.” + ‘* John first lighted up the lamp of 
theology ; and all the most distant churches running to it, 
lighted up their lamps of theology, and returned rejoicing, 
saying, In the beginning was the logos.” ἢ 

Chrysostom represents all the preceding writers of the Vew 
Testament as children, who heard, but did not understand 
things, and who were busy about cheese-cakes and childish 
sports, ὃ but John,” he says, “" taught what the angels them- 
selves did not know before he declared it ;” || and he repre- 
sented them as his most attentive auditors. ‘‘ Leaving the 
Father,” he says, ‘* he (John) discoursed concerning the Son, 
because the Father was known to all, if not as a Father, yet 
as God, but the unbegotten was unknown.” ¥ 

Of the three first evangelists, he says, ‘ They all treated 


* Ts δὲ δεολογιας amapkactas, ὡς ἂν αὐτῷ apes Te See πινευμαῖος δια κρειτῆονι τσαρα- 
πεφυλαγμενης" Tavla μεν ovy ἧμιν wep τῆς Te κατῶ Iwavyyy ευωγ΄ελιδ youdys εἰρησζω. 
Hist. L. iii. C. xxiv. Ῥ. 117. "(9 

t Moves τὴν αἰώνιον καὶ ὑπερκόσμιον φιλοσοφιαν κηρυξας. In Johan. i. Opera, VI. 

meoo. (P.) 
; { Πρωὔη ἀναψασα τον τῆς δεολογιας λυχνον, σασαι τῶν wepalwy ὧι ἐκκλησίαι pos σε 
ὃραμδσαι, ἑκας-ἡ τὴν ἑαυτῆς λαμπαδα τὴν Φεολογιαν ἄνηψε, καὶ ὕπες ρεψε xaspera, Ἐν 
aoxn qv ὃ λογος. Ibid. p. 604. (P.) 

§ ὧι ye ἀλλοι ὥπαντες, καθάπερ τὰ wasdia τὰ μικρα, ἀκϑϑσι μεν, οὐκ ἰισώσι δὲ ὧπερ 
aneecw, αλλα περι Whakevlas εἐπ]οηνῖαι, καὶ aNuguala παιδικα. In Johan. i. Opera, 
VIL. pres, (P.) 

| “A μηδὲ ἀγἴελοι πριν ἡ τοῖον γενεσῦαι ηἡδεισαν" pes” ἥμων yap δὴ καὶ ὅτοι δια τῆς 
lwavve φωνῆς και δι᾿ ἥμων ἐμαῖδον περ εγνωμεν. Ibid. (P.) 

{| Ts δηποτ᾽ ἐν τὸν τατερα αφεις, περι τὸ ὗι8 διαλεγεται" ὅτι ἐκεινίθ)» μεν δηλίθ. ὥπασιν 

ἡ») εἰ κοι μη ὡς σατηργ BAN ὡς Θεῶν», ὁ δὲ μονογενὴς ἡγνοειῖον Ibid. Ρ.11. (P.) 
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of the fleshly dispensation, and silently by his miracles, 
indicated his dignity. The dignity of the logos of God was 
hid, the arrows against the heretics were concealed, and the 
fortification to defend the right faith was not raised by the 
pious preaching. John, therefore, the Son of Thunder, being 
the last, advanced to the doctrine of the logos,” or the divinity 
of Christ. * . 

ςς 7ῃ the beginning was the word.’ This doctrine was 
not published at first, for the world would not receive it. 
Wherefore Matthew, Mark, and Luke,” (John is here added, 
but it must be an interpolation,) ‘“ began at a distance. When 
they began the preaching, they did not immediately say what 
was becoming his dignity, but what would suit the hearers. 
Matthew, beginning his Gospel, says, ‘ The book of the gene- 
ration of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham.’ 
Why does he not say ‘ the son of God?’ Why does he con- 
ceal his dignity by poor language? Why does he conceal 
from men the things relating to his deity? He answers, I 
am preaching to the Jews, who do not even believe him to 
be agood man. They would not believe Christ to be the 
son of Abraham, and will they believe his being called the 
son of God? 

‘© The blessed Mark, also, when he applied himself to 
writing a Gospel, taking courage from what had been done 
before,” (meaning, perhaps, by Matthew,) ““ calls him “ the 
Son of God; but he immediately contracts his discourse, and 
cuts short what he had intended to say, that he might soothe 
his hearers. He therefore introduces what he had to say 
concerning the Baptist, saying, ‘ The beginning of the gospel 
of Jesus Christ, as it is written in Isaiah the prophet,” &c. 

‘¢ Luke follows in the third place, and goes a middle way. 
He touches upon the doctrine of the logos, but does not 
explain, or unfold his dignity ; but says, ‘ Since many have 
undertaken to give an account of what has come to pass 
among us, it seemed good to me also, who have attended 
to every thing from the beginning, to write in order as has 


ἘΞ Tlavles avy exwonoay εἰς τὴν τῆς σαρχίθ» οἰκονομίαν, καὶ ἡρεμα wos, dia τῶν δαυμα- 
τῶν, ἐγνωρίζον τὴν αξιαν. Ἐχρυπτεῖο δὲ evs te Θεοῦ λογ ἀξίωμα. Ἐκρυπτεῖο δὲ τῶ uala 
τῶν ὧιρεηικων Bern, Kas To τῆς oorys δοξης ἐπιτείχισμα: Βδεποτε TH χηρυγμαῖι τῆς ευσεδειας 
eynyepto. Lwavyyg τόινυν, ὁ ὑϊ(Ὁ. τῆς βρονῆης, τελευήαιος, wapyrtey exe τὴν Teodoyiay. 
De Sigillis, Opera, Ν]. p. 178. Ν. Β. The sense of the passage absolutely requires 
εκρυπτεῖο and not εκηρυτ]εῖο in both the clauses, and in the latter it is so rendered by 
the Latin translator, though not in the former. The observation that the first 
verses in the Gospel of John are a refutation of all heresies, is common with the 
fathers. No person, except one who is pretty well conversant with them, can 
imagine how often those verses occur in their writings. (2.) 
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been delivered to us, by those who were eye-witnesses and 
ministers of the Jogos.’ But though he mentions the logos, 
he did not say that the logos was God. What then does he 
do? Touching upon the subject, and considering that he 
was speaking in the ears of the dead, he conceals his dignity, 
and brings on the ceconomy,” that is, the doctrine of the 
incarnation or humanity of Christ. ‘* There was a priest, 
Zacharias,” &c. ᾿ 

««7}0]1η, therefore, the Son of Thunder, last of all advanced 
to the doctrine of his divinity, after those three heralds ; and 
with great propriety he followed them, and they went before, 
lightening a little, as the lightning precedes the thunder, lest, 
bursting from the clouds at once, it should stun the hearer. 
—They therefore lightened the economy, or the humanity 
of Christ, but he thundered out the theology,” that is, the 
doctrine of Christ’s divinity. * 

Again, he introduces John as holding a soliloquy with 
himself, and saying, after considering the progress of heresy, 
“ Why do I delay? Why have I any longer patience? 
Why do I not bring forth the mystery hid from ages? Why 
do 1 hide in myself, the wisdom which was before the ages, 
which I derive from the immortal fountain on which I lean ὃ 
Why do I not publish what angels are ignorant of?’ Why 
do 1 hide from the ends of the earth what no one knows, 
except the Father? Why do 1 not write what Matthew, 
and Mark, and Luke, through a wise and praiseworthy fear, 


* Ey apyn ἡν ὃ ἃ "οὐκ evdug Te7o εκηρυχϑη. Ov yap exwper ὁ κοσμος" μακραν fury 
δι ευαγἴελιςαι Ματδαιος, Mapas, Λεκας, (καὶ Ἰωαννης,) ore ἡρξανο te κηρυγμαῖος, οὐκ 
εὐδυς ἐλαλησαν τὰ τρεπονΐα τῇ αξιᾳ, αλλα τὰ ἁρμοζονα τοις axpompevoss’ 6 Ματϑαιος, 
ἀρχὴν ποιησάμενος τῶν εὐαγ EAtw@y, λεγει" Βιθλος γενέσεως Ince Xgise via Δαξιδ, tie 
Αξρααμ: dials, μη die Θεου; Aials wloyn λεξει κρυπτεις τὴν abiav; Διαῖε τοις ανϑρωποις 
τα Tea καλυπτεις ; Παρα Ledasots, φησι, κηρυτήω, τοις μὴ avs pwmoy δίκαιον εἰναι σιςευδσι. 
Toy Χριςον vioy Αἔρααμ exw εδεξανΐο, καὶ ὕιον Θεου καταγζελλομιενον ἀνεξονῖαι ; 

Παλιν 6 μακάριος Μαρκος casters ἑαυῆον εἰς το ευαγίελιον, και ϑαρσησας τοις τπρογεγυμ- 
νάσμενοις, λέγει μὲν vioy Θεου, AAA’ evdews συνες-εἰλε τὸν λογον, Kat εκολοθωσε THY ἐννοιῶν, 
ἵνα μαλαξῃ tov ἀκροαῖην. Ἐπαγει ov εὐὔεως τὰ vale τὸν βαπτιςν λέγων, ἀρχή τοῦ 
svaylehue Ince Xpise, καῦως γεγραπται ev Hoag τῷ τροφηϊῃ. 

Ὃ Aexas anodeves Tpilos, καὶ μεσὸς χώρει peta Telov, και απτεῖαι μεν Tov Θεου λογου, 
ov μὴν ἕρμηνευει καὶ ἀναπτυσσει thy ἀαξιαν" ἀλλα φησιν, ἐπειδήπερ ora ἐπεχείρησαν 
αναταξασδαι διηγησιν περι των πτεπληροφορήμενων εν ἧμιν τραγμαΐων, εδοξε Keno wapa- 
KOMEN NT as τοῖς τάσιν ἀπαρχῆς γραψαι, οὗν τπαρεδωχκαν ἥμιν δι CUT” ἀρχης αυτοπται, και 
ὑπηρεται γενόμενοι Ta oye’ ἀλλα λόγον μὲν εἰπεν, οὐκ εἰπε δὲ ὅτι καὶ Θεὸς ny ὃ λογος" τι vy 
καὶ αὐτὸς ποιει; Αψάαμενος τὸ εἰναι, KOE ἐννοησᾶς, ὅτι νεκραις ἀκοαῖς ενήχει, Ἀρυπτει τὴν 

Way, Koes τσρόφερει τὴν οἰκονομίαν. Ἔγενετο ἱερευς Ζαχαριας" και τὰ εξης του ευαἤγελιου. 

ἸΙωαννῆς τοίνυν 6 ὕιος τῆς βρονῆης τελευταῖος τταρηλῖδεν ἐπι τὴν δεολογιαν᾽ μετά τς τρεις 
EXEWRS κηρυκᾶς, XXL εἰκοΐως ὃ μεν ἠχολθδησεν, δι δὲ πτροελαθον, Ta μικρὰ τεως ἀς-ραπήονες, 
ὥσπερ yap τῆς βρονῆης ποροηγειαι ἀς-ραπὴ, ἵνα μὴ arSpooy εκεινὴ εκ τῶν γεφων ῥαγεισα τοληξῃ 
τὸν ἀκϑονῆω. Ὅυτως ἐπειδὴ ἐμελλε βροντν ὃ Ἰωαννης, τοροελαδον δι τρεις εὐαγίελιςται δικὴν 
AS GMTV, καὶ δι μὲν ἡςραψαν τὴν οἰκονομιῶν, ὁ ὃε βρονῖα τὴν δ εολογιαν, De Sigillis, 
Opera, V1. p.171, ἕο. (Ρ.) 
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passed in silence, according to the orders that were given 
them? How shall I speak what was given me freely from 
above? | 

ς-ς Matthew, according to what was granted to him, wrote 
according to his ability. Mark and Luke, in like manner, 
according to the supply of the Spirit, have written their books 
in a becoming manner. I also will write, and add to those 
before, the fourth fountain of life. For there are wanting 
to the divine voice the discourses of the divinity, and the 
world is in danger on this quarter. I will write a book 
which will stop the mouths of all who speak unjustly of 
God. 1 will write a book which will hide all the wisdom 
of the world. I will write a book which shall not be con- 
fined to what concerns man. For the church is provided 
with what Moses wrote concerning these things, about the 
heavens and the earth, &c. 

“ But I, leaving all things which have come to pass from 
time, and in time, will speak of that which was without 
time, and is uncreated, about the logos of God, which was 
generated from the Father in an ineffable manner, about 
which Moses dared not to speak. But I am able to do all 
things, through Christ who strengthens me. 

‘¢ The apostle John having reasoned thus within himself, 
and having the pen of a writer in his hand, and considering 
how to begin the theology, rejoicing in spirit, but with a 
trembling hand, is carried upwards, being in the body at 
Ephesus, but with a pure heart and holy spirit leaves. the 
earth,’ &c. Then representing him as carried up into 
heaven, he says, that, ‘‘ Fishing out of the Father’s bosom 
the’doctrine of the divinity, he wrote in his body on earth, 
In the beginning was the logos,” &c.* 

Chrysostom introduces Matthew also reasoning on the sub- 
ject of his saying so little, or rather nothing, of the divinity 


* Enoyilero ev ἑαυτῳ λεγων, Ts ἀναξαλλομαι 5 Tr, φησι, μακροϑυμω ets; Tr ov προσ- 
ᾧερω εἰς μεσον TO ATO TwY αἰωνὼν Κεχρυμμενον μυςηριον; Ts αποχρυξω ἐμίαυτῳ THY ATO τῶν 
αἰώνων σοφιῶν, ἦν ἐκ τῆς adavate πηγῆς εἐπιπέσων ἑιλκυσα; Ts ov δημοσίιευω, ὃν ἀγίελοι 
ὠγνοϑσι; Τὶ οὐκ ἀποκωλυπῆω τοις σσερᾶσι, ὃν ουδεις επιγινωσκει, εἰ μὴ ὃ WaTyp; Τὶ ουγραφω, 
ὅπερ Ματϑαιος και Μαρνος καὶ Agena ov επαινθμενὴν δειλιαν τ’αρασιωπησανἼες wapedoapoy 
es τὰ προς εαγμενα αὐτοῖς; “Odev λαλησω udyw καΐα τὴν δοδεισαν μοι δωρεῶν 
ayabey ; 

MarSauos μεν ὅσον exwpet, eyparpe nalaryy diay δυνωμιν, Μαρκος δὲ καὶ Λϑκᾶς ὅμοιων καῆα 
τὴν του γιΒ πινευμαῖος χορηγιαν Tac ἕἑαυτων βιξλους δ εοπρεπως ἐδογμαῆισαν" γράψω κᾷγω και 
πππροσϑεσω τοῖς ἐμπροσῶεν τῆς Telaplyy πσηγὴν τὴν ζωης" λείπει yap εἰς “εοσυςαἷον φωνὴν 
ὃ περι Φεολογιᾶς λόγος, καὶ nivOvvever ὃ κοσμος Ev τῷ μερει Tel γρώψω βιδλον, δι᾿ ἧς 
ἐμφραγὴη way coua Aadev vata Θεὸν adixiay? γρώψω βιξλον τὴν χαλυπτϑσαν πᾶσαν εν 
κοσμῷ σοφιαν᾽ γράψω βιθλον ov weer ἀνϑρωπϑ διηγεμέενην᾽ ov yap λείπει τῇ EKKANTIC, εἷ 
περι τότων ἔγραψε Μωσης περι δρανᾷ τε κα! γῆς και ϑαλλάσσων καὶ ἐχύνων καὶ πετεινῶν 
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of Christ; and indeed, according to his account, it was a 
Very dangerous and hazardous topic. ‘* Now,” says he, 
“Ἰδὲ us awake, and arise. Behold the gates are open to us, 
but let us enter with great regularity, and with trembling ; 
first passing the outer court. What is the outer court? The 
book of the generation of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the 
son of Abraham. What is that you say?” says the hearer. 
** You promised to discourse concerning the only-begotten 
Son of God, and now you talk of David, a man who lived a 
thousand generations ago, and say, that he was his father 
and ancestor.” 

“ Hold,” (says the evangelist,) ‘‘ and do not expect to 
learn every thing immediately ; but slowly, and by degrees: 
for you are yet in the outer court, and only near the gate ; 
and why are you in haste to get into the innermost recess ? 
You have not yet well examined all that is without: for I 
do not as yet relate to you the generation itself; nor indeed 
shall I do it after this ; for it is inexplicable and ineffable.” 

Then reciting the dread that the prophet Jsazah had of 
the subject, which led him to exclaim, “ Who shall declare 
his generation ?” he says, “ lt is not my business to treat of 
this generation, but of the earthly one, of which there were 
ten thousand witnesses; and concerning this 1 shall so 
discourse as the gifts of the Spirit shall enable me: for I 
cannot even declare this with perfect clearness; for even 
this is very fearful. Do not, therefore, think that you hear 
a small thing, when you hear even this generation ; but raise 
your whole soul, and be full of horror when you hear that 
God is come upon earth ;” and then he proceeds to describe 
at large all the awfulness of the incarnation, and the mira- 
culous conception. * But this was far short of the eternal 
generation from the Father. 


καὶ τεϊρωποδων, καὶ ἕρπετων nar φυτῶν καὶ σπερμάτων καὶ φωςηρων καὶ βρωμάτων Kas 
λοιπῆς κτίσεως. 

Eyo δὲ ταντα τὰ ἀπὸ χρονΒ και εν χρόνῳ γινομενώ καταλειψας λωλήσω Dep Tov αχρονθ 
καὶ ακτις-Β, Tov τρο τρανῆων τῶν αἰωνὼν εκ τ τσατρος αρῥηΐως γεννηδενῖος Θεου λογου, wept 
ὅν Μωσηης ὄντος εἰπειν οὐκ ἰσχυσεν" eyo δὲ wavla ἰσχυὼω ev τῷ evdevarerls me Χριςῳ. 

Tavia ev ἑαυτῳ σχκεπήομενος ὁ ἀποςολος lwavyns καὶ τὸν γράφικον καλώμον ev τῇ χειρι 
MATEY OY, καὶ EVVOWY Dwg τῆς σεολογιᾶς ἀρξηΐαιν χαιρων μὲν τῇ ψυχῃ, τρεμων δὲ τῇ χειρὶ» 
μεταρσιος γινεῖαι, και τῳ σωμαῖι εν Ἐφεσῳ wy, TH καϑαρῳᾳ καρδιᾳ TH πνευματι μετεωρος 
ὑπηρχε, καὶ EK τὸ πτατρικθ κολπϑ τὴν σεολογιῶν ὧλιευσας, τῳ σωμαῖ,: κατω εἐγραφεν, Ἐν 
apxn nv 6 λογῷν. De Johanne, Opera, V1. pp. 606, &e. (P.) 

* Διανάςωμεν τοινγυν καὶ μη καδευδωμιεν, 108 yap ὅρω Tas MUAaS ἡμιν ανοιγομιενας" GAN’ 
εἰσίωμιεν pela eviaking ἅπασης καὶ Thue, των τπροϑυρων αὐτῶν evtews exibasvovies. Τινῶ 
δὲ ess ταυῖα τα προϑυρα; BibAGe γενέσεως Ince Χρις-8 tie Aabid tie Αβρααμ. Ts λέγεις; 
Περι tov moveyevas vie Te cov διαλεξασῖδαι ἐπηγίειλω, kar Te Δαξιδ μνημονευεις, avS pore 
μετα μυριας γενεᾶς yevoEve’ και αὑτὸν ELV φης, και παάτερα καὶ τρογόνον" ἐπίσχες, Hb μὴ 
πανῖα αθροως ζηῖει mater, adr’ ἡρεμώ καὶ κατὰ μικρον᾽ ev yap τοῖς Wpadupas ἐς-ηκάς ETA 
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“Do not think,” says this writer, “ that you understand 
every thing, when you are informed that he was conceived 
by the Spirit; for there are many things of which we are yet 
ignorant, and which we have to learn; as how he who is 
infinite can be comprehended in a woman; how he who 
sustains all things can be carried about by her; how a virgin 
can bring forth, and remain a virgin.” * 

On this subject, which affords so much scope for elo- 
quence, Lpzphanius writes as follows: ‘* Wherefore the 
blessed John coming, and finding men employed about the 
humanity of Christ, and the Ebionites being in an error 
about the earthly genealogy of Christ, deduced from Abra- 
ham, carried by Luke as high as Adam, and finding the 
Cerinthians and Merinthians maintaining that he was a mere 
man, born by natural generation of both the sexes, and also 
the Nazarenes, and many other heresies ; as coming last, (for 
he was the fourth to write a gospel,) began as it were to call 
back the wanderers, and those who were employed about the 
humanity of Christ; and seeing some of them going into 
rough paths, leaving the strait and true path, cries, Whither 
are you going, whither are you walking, who tread a rough 
and dangerous path, leading to a precipice? 

“It is not so. The God, the logos, which was begotten 
by the Father from all eternity, is not from Mary only. He 
is not from the time of Joseph, he is not from the time of 
Salathiel, and Zorobabel, and David, and Abraham, and 
Jacob, and Noah, and Adam; but ‘ In the beginning was 
the logos, and the logos was with God, and the logos was 
God.’ The was, and the was, and the was, do not admit of 
his having ever not been.” + 


Wap αυτὰ Ta προπυλαια" τι τοινυν σπευδεις τῦρος τῶ advia exw τὰ εξω καλως καϊωπευσας 
cmavia’ οὐδὲ yap exewyy oor Tews διηγϑμῶι τὴν γεννήσιν' μῶλλον δὲ ουδὲ THY μετα ταυτα" 
ἀνεκῴραςος yap και amoppnlos. 

Τὴν yeveay αὐτὰ τις διηγήσεται; Ov τοινυν περι Excivys ἥμιν ὃ λόγος γυν, ἀλλα περι 
raving τῆς Kale, TNS εν τῇ YN γενομενὴς, τῆς METH μυρίων μάρτυρων, καὶ τερι ταυΐης δὲ, ὡς 
ἡμιν δυναῆον εἰπειν δεξαμενοις τὴν Ta πνευμαῖος Yap, ὅυτω Oinynooueda* ovde yap ταυΐην 
μετω σαφήηνιας Warns τταραςησαι ενι" ἐπεὶ HAL αὐτὴ φρικωδες-α]η" μὴ τοινυν μικρῶ νομισῃς 
AKeELY, ταυΐὴην ἀκιϑων τὴν γεννησιν᾽ GAN ανώςτησον σδ τὴν διανοιῶν καὶ EUTEWS φριξον, ακϑσῶς 
ὅτι Θεὸς ems γῆς yAvev, dvtw yap Tele Savuacoy καὶ πταραδοξον ην, ὡς καὶ Tag ἀγίελβς 
χορὸν ὑπερ Telwy ς-ἡσανΐας τὴν ὕπερ τῆς οἰκϑμενὴς ETL τεῆοις αναφερειν εὐφημίαν. In Matt. 
1. Opera, VI. p. 12. (P.) 

* My δὲ vomsons To way μεμωθηκενοιι, ex τυνευμωτίθ»» aKxewy, καὶ yap WerrAa ὠγνοδμεν 
ett. Καὶ relo μανϑανονῖες, διον τως 6 ἀπειρίο» ev μήτρᾳ εςιν; Tlws 6 wavla συνέχων 
ueqopertas ὕπο γυναικος; Πως τίκτει ἡ waptevO» καὶ prever waptevQ»; Ibid. p. 
51: (59. 

t Διο καὶ Ἰωώννης ελσων ὃ μαχωριίδ», καὶ εὐρων τὸς ayvdpumes ἡσχρολήμενδς περι τὴν 
καίω Xpise wapeciay, και των Ἐδιωναιων τσλανησενῆων dia τὴν evouproy Ἄρις- γενεωλογιῶν» 
ano Abpaap χαταγομενην, καὶ Nena ἀκωγομενὴν aps Tov Αδαμ, evpoy δὲ Ἱζηρινδιωνδς, κῶν 
Μερινδίανδς, εκ τρωρωτριξῆς αὐτὸν λεγονΊας sivas ψιλον aydputrav, nas τοὺς Ναζαραιδς; nas 
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Jerome says, ‘‘ John the apostle, whom Jesus loved, the 
son of Zebedee, and brother of James. who was beheaded 
by Herod after the death of Christ, wrote his Gospel the Jast 
of all, at the entreaty of the bishops of Asia, against Cerin- 
thus, and other heretics, and especially the doctrine of the 
Ebionites, then gaining ground, who said that Christ had no 
being before he was born of Mary, whence he was compelled 
to declare his divine origin.” * 

Ambrose says, “If you inquire concerning his celestial 
generation, read the Gospel of John.”+ “If there be any 
other things,” says Austin, “which intimate to the intelli- 
gent the divinity of Christ, in which he is equal to the 
Father, John almost alone has introduced them into his 
Gospel ; as having drank more familiarly and more copiously, 
the secret of his divinity, from the breast of our Lord, on 
which he was used to lean at meat.” On this account he 
compares John to an eagle.§ “* The other evangelists,” he 
says, ‘‘ who treat of the humanity of Christ, were like animals 
that walk on the earth; but John, contemplating the power 
of his divinity more sublimely, flies to heaven with the Lord.” || 
‘** But now, with an open voice, he says, that he is God, and 
was always with God, laying open the mystery of God.” 4 


ἄλλας πολλᾶς aiperets, ὡς KaTOTIY EADwY, τεϊαρτίθ» yap δυτος ευαγ[ελλιζεῖαι, ἀρχεῖαι 
ανακαλεισῖαι, ὡς εἰπεῖν, τὸς τ λανηδενἼας, καὶ ἡσχολήμιενες Weps τὴν Kalw Χρις-8 Wapeciay, 
καὶ λέγειν αὐτοῖς (ὡς κατόπιν βαίνων, καὶ ὅρων τινὰς εἰς τροχειῶς ὅδες κεκλικοίας καὶ αφενῆας 
σὴν evderay καὶ ἀλησινην, ὡς every) Ilo φερεσῶε, wos βαδίζετε, δι τὴν τραχειαν ὅδον καὶ 
σκανδαλωδὴ καὶ εἰς χασμα pepecay βαδιζον]ες; Δνακαμψατε. 

Οὐκ esty ὅτως, οὐκ εςτιν ao Μαριας μόνον 6 Θεὸς AoyO, ὃ εκ. στατρῷ» avodev γεγεννη- 
μενθ», οὐκ Esty amo τῶν χρόνων lwonp te ταυΐης ὅρμας 8, οὐκ Esty amo τῶν χρόνων Σωλα- 
δηλ, καὶ Ζοροξαξηλ, καὶ Δαξιδ, καὶ Λέρααμ, καὶ Ἰωακωξ, καὶ Νωξ, καὶ Αδαμ, arr Ἐν 
ἀρχῇ ny ὃ λογος, καὶ ὁ AoyGs yy προς τὸν Θεῦν, καὶ Θεὸς ἣν ὅ λογος᾽ τὸ δὴ ν, καὶ ἣν, καὶ ἣν 
οὐχ, ὑποδέχεται Te μὴ ervas τσοτε. Llwr. Ixix. Sect. xxiii. Opera, |. p. 747. Another 
passage in this writer, in nearly the same words, may be seen, pp. 433, 454. (P.) 

* © Joannes apostolus quem Jesus amavit plurimum, filius Zebedee, frater Jacobi 
apostoli, quem Herodes post passionem Domini decollavit, novissimus omoium, 
scripsit evangelium, rogatus ab Asiz episcopis, adversus Ceriuthum, aliosque here- 
ticos et maxime tunc Ebionitarum dogma consurgens, qui asseruut Christum ante 
Mariam non fuisse, unde et compuisus est divinam ejus naturam edicere.” Opera, 
J. p. 278. (P.) 

+ “ At vero de celesta generatione si quzeris, lege evangelium sancti Joannis.” 
In Lue. C. ii. Opera, 11. p. 426, (P.) ; 

“ Et si qua alia sunt que Christi divinitatem, in qua equalis est Patri, recte 
intelligentibus intiment, pene solus Johannes in evangeliv suo posuit: tanquam de 
pectore ipsius Domini, super quod discumbere in ejus convivio solitus erat, secretum 
divinitatis ejus uberius et qaodammodo familiarius biberit.” De Consensu Evange- 
listarum, L. i, C. v. Opera, IV. p. 374. (P.) 

§ Lbid. pp. 528, 529. (P.) 

|| ** Ceeteri quippe evangelist, qui temporalem Chiisti nativitatem et temporalia 
ejus facta, qu gessit in homine, sufficieuter exponunt, et de divinitate pauca dixe- 
runt, quasi animalia gressibilia cum Domino ambalant in terra: hic autem pauca 
de temporalibus ejus gestis edisserens, sed divinilatis potentiam sublimius coutem- 
plans, cum Domino ad celum volat.” In Johan. Pref. Opera, UX. pp. 5, 275. (P.) 

qj.‘ Nunc autem aperta voce dicit eum esse Deum, et semper fuisse apud Deum, 
sacramentum patefaciens Dei.” Questiones Mixtea, LV. p. 858, (P.) 


΄ 
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A very particular and copious account of the pre-eminence 
of John, in consequence of his teaching the doctrines of the 
pre-existence and divinity of Christ, which had been omitted 
by the other evangelists, may likewise be seen in the epistle 
of Paulinus, which I put in the notes. * 

Cyril of Alexandria says, that ““ John was the first who 
taught more sublime things.” + Marius Mercator says, 
that ‘“‘ the three former evangelists, having spoken of Christ 
as a man, John shewed him to be God.” § 

Cosmas Indicopleutes, || describing John as theologus, and 
the chief of the evangelists, says, that ‘* He wrote to supply 


the defects of the former evangelists, and especially in preach- 


ing clearly the divinity of Christ, making that the foundation 
of his work, all which had been omitted by the others. 
Wherefore, beginning at his divinity, he immediately passed 
to his humanity.” 54] 

“ John,” says Necephorus, ‘‘ did not give an account of 
the carnal generation of Jesus, but he first taught his divi- 
nity ; this being reserved for him, as the most worthy, by the 
Holy Spirit.” ** 

‘“* Wherefore, John,” says Theophylact, ‘‘ began with the 
divinity of Christ. For whereas others had made no men- 


* “ Tdem ultra omnium tempora apostolorum, zetate producta, postremus evan- 
gelii seriptor fuisse memoratur, ut sicut de ipso vas electionis ait, quasi columna 
firmamentum adjiceret fundamentis, ecclesiz, prioris evangelii scriptores consona 
auctoritate confirmans, ultimus auctor, in libri tempore, sed primus in capite sacra- 
menti, quippe qui solus ὃ quatuor fluminibus ex ipso summo divini capitis fonte 
decurrens, de nube sublimi tonat: In principio erat verbum, et verbum erat apud 
Deum, et Deus erat verbum: transcendit Moysen, qui usque ad caput mundi et 
visibilium creaturarum exordia scientiz terminos, et faciem mentis extendit. [βία 
et evangelistis czeteris, vel ab humano Salvatoris ortu, vel ἃ typico legis sacrificio, 
vel ἃ prophetico precursoris Baptistze preeconio, resurrectionis evangelium exorsis, 
altius volans penetravit et ccelos. Neque in angelis stetit, sed archangelos quoque 
et omnes desuper creaturas, virtutes, principatus, dominationes, thronos, super- 
gressus, in ipsum se creatorem ardua mente direxit, et ab illa ineffabili generatione 
ordiens, et cozternum et consubstantialem, et co-omnipotentem, et co-opificem 
Patri Filium nunciavit.”. Ad Amandum, p. 213. (P.) 

+ “ Joannes theologus, tonitrui filius, cui divina dignatione concessum, ut supra 
dominicum pectus recubuerit, indeque nobis sublimiora ac divina hauserit dogmata : 
cum excellentem erga nos Dei benignitatem commendare vellet, primumque que 
diviniora sunt dixisset, utpote ista, In principio erat verbum.” Hom., Opera, Il. p. 
75. (P.) 

{ “Amide St. Augustin, écrivit contre les Nestoriens et les Pélagiens, et mourut 
vers 451.” Nouv. Dict. Hist. 1V. p. 486. 

§ “ Post quam prezfationem subdescendens, ut ostenderet quem illi tres evan- 
gelistee hominem scripserant, esse etiam Deum.” Opera, p.165. (P.) : 

\| “ Moine du sixiéme siécle, voyagea en Ethiopie, et composa une Topographie 
Chrétienne.” Nouv. Dict, Hist. 11. p. 313. 

4 Elaiperos de καὶ megs τῆς Veorylog τ Xpice φανερως κηρυξας, ϑέμελιον τῆς αὐτου 
συγ} pays αὐτῷ προταξας" εἷπερ ὡπαν]α πτ-αωραλελειμμενῶ τοις GAAOIS NY ὠρξαάμενος τοινυν 
απὸ τῆς Seoryloc, μετεληλυδεν εὐϑεως καὶ ἐπὶ τὴν ανισρωποτηα αὐτῷ. De Mundo, L. ν. 
Montfaucon’s Collectio, 11. p. 248. (P.) 

** Tyo de Yeoroyias καταρχετῶι, διῶ τινος Κρειτῆονος τῦρος Te Vere πνευμαῖος Tass 
Seon avo, Hist. L. 11. C. xlv. Lp. 214. CP.) 
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tion of his existence before the ages, he taught that doctrine, 
lest the logos of God should have been thought to be a mere 
man, without any divinity.”* ‘ Again,” he says, “ John 
wrote lest men should never think highly concerning Christ, 
and imagine that he had no being before he was born of 
Mary, and that he was not generated from God the Father, 
which was the case with Paulus Samosatensis.”t ‘ As 
John,” he says, ‘ has more lofty things of Christ than any 
other of the evangelists, so he has recorded some of ἃ lower 
nature ; to shew that, as he was God, so he was truly man.” 

Lastly, an account of John’s teaching the pre-existence 
and divinity of Christ, may be seen in the orations of Nicetas 
the Paphlagonian. § 

The late introduction of the doctrine of the divinity of 
Christ is observed by the emperor Judian. He says, that 
** none of Christ’s disciples, except John, said that he made. 
the heavens and the earth, and that not clearly and plainly.”’|| 


SECTION II. 
Reflections on the Subject. 


AFTER reading these testimonies, so copious and so full 
to my purpose, and uncontradicted by any thing in antiquity, 
it is not possible to entertain a doubt with respect to the 
opinion of the Christian fathers on this subject. They must 
have thought that the doctrines of the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ had not been preached with any effect 
before the writing of John’s Gospel; and, consequently, that 
before that time the great body of Christians must have been 
Unitarians ; and they are far from giving the least hint of 
any of them having been excommunicated on that account. 
On the other hand, the apprehension was, lest those who 


* Eres γαρ δι αλλοι οὐκ euynoNycay wep. τῆς Wo aswywv ὑπαρξεως Te Ocov λογου, αὐτῷ» 
EVeohoynce περι ταυΐης, ἵνα μη νομισῶ ειὴ 6 τ Θεου λογίθ» ψιλος ανϑρωπος εἰναι. In Matt, 
Pref.1. pp. 1,2. (P.) 

+ Acos μεν qv μὴ wole τινες χαμαιπεῖεις καὶ μηδὲν ὕψηλον νοησαι δυνάμενοι, νομισωσι Toy 
Χριςτον tole wpwloy εἰς ὕπαρξιν ehtew ὅτε απο Μαριας every, καὶ οὐχί πρὸ αἰωνὼν εκ τοῦ 
Πατρὸς γεννηδηναι, ὁ τανων πτεπονδε Παυλίθ» ὁ Σαμοσατευς. In Johan. C. i. 1. ps 
558. (P.) 

1 Ene yap wapa πάντας τες ευαγγελιςας ὑψηλοτέρα περι του κυριθ φϑεγἴεται, και 
δ εόλογει μεγαλα τινά, δια Tele καὶ εν τοις σωματικοῖς τόλυ ταπεινοτερα φϑεγἼεται" ὅδεν 
και εν τῷ WeviTer WoAv τὸ ανρωπινον ἔχειν φησιν, amo Tale δεικνυων τῆς σάρχος Τὴν αλη- 
Seay, ἵνα ov partys ὅτι εἰ δε Θεὸς ἣν, ἀλλα καὶ αγῶρωπος qv. In Johan. ii. 1. p. 726. (P.) 

§ Combefis Auctuarium, I. p. 862, (P.) 

|| ‘Qs δὲ ὑὕμεις Serere, τὸν epavoy καὶ τήν γὴν amepyacapnevOs’ ov yap dy ravia τεῖολ- 
JANKE τις ELTELY WEE αὐτῷ τῶν μαδήϊων, εἰ μὴ μον» Ιωαννής, οὐδε αὐτὸς σαφως ουδὲ τράγως- 


Cyr. Con, Jul, Li vi. Juliani Opera, 11. p. 2185. (P.) 
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preached doctrines so new and offensive as those of the pre- 
existence and divinity of Christ, should have been rejected 
with abhorrence. f 

When we consider how late the three first Gospels were 
written, the last of them not long before that of John, which 
was near, if not after, the destruction of Jerusalem, and that, 
in the opinion of the writers above-mentioned, all this caution 
and reserve had been necessary, till that late period, on the 
part of the Christian teachers, how is it possible that, in their 
idea, the Christian church in general should have been well 
established in the belief of our Lord’s divinity? It could 
only have been great and open zeal on the part of the apostles, 
and not the timid caution and management which these 
writers ascribe to them, that could have effectually taught 
a doctrine which, according to them, the people were ill 
prepared to receive. And the history of both Peéer and 
Paul sufficiently prove, that the influence of mere apostolical 
authority was not so great at that ‘time as many persons now 
take it to have been. Whatever power they had, they were 
not considered as lords over the faith of Christians. 

The Christians of that age required something more than 
the private opinion of an apostle. They required some 
supernatural evidence that his doctrine was from God; and 
we have no account of the apostles proposing to them this 
additional article of faith, and alleging any such evidence for 
it. Chrysostom says, ‘‘ If the Jews were so much offended 
at having a new law superadded to their former, how much 
more would they have been offended, if Christ had taught 
his own divinity !” May it not be supposed, therefore, that 
they would have required as particular evidence of a divine 
revelation in the one case as in the other? And what re- 
markably strong evidence was necessary to convince them 
that the obligation of their law did not extend to the Gen- 
tiles!’ Would they, then, have received what Chrysostom 
considered as the more offensive doctrine of the two, without 
any pretence to a particular revelation on the subject ? 

11 may be said, that all the caution of which we have 
been speaking was necessary with respect to the unbeleving 
Jews only, into whose hands these Gospels, and the other 
writings of the New Testament, might fall. But how impos- 
sible must it have been to conceal from the unbelieving Jews 
the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, if it had been a fa- 
vourite article with the believing Jews! If this had been 
the case, it could not but have been known to all the world; 
and, therefore, all the offence that it could have given would 
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have been unavoidable. So that this supposed caution of 
the evangelists, &c., would have come too late, and would 
have answered no purpose whatever. 

This caution, therefore, must necessarily have respected 
those persons into whose hands the Gospels, &c., were most 
likely to come, and who would give the most attention to 
them; and these were certainly the believing Jews, and the 
Christian world at large, and not Unbelievers of any nation. 
We are authorized to conclude, that in the opinion of the 
writers who have spoke of it, of whatever weight that opinion 
may be, this caution in divulging the doctrine of the divinity 
of Christ was necessary with respect to the great body of 
Christians themselves, and especially the Jewish Christians. 
Consequently, they must have supposed, that at the time of 
these publications, which was about A.D. 64, the doctrine 
of the divinity of Christ was not generally held by Christians, 
and that there would have been danger of giving them great 
offence if at that time it had been plainly proposed to them 
by the apostles themselves. At this period, therefore, it may 
be inferred, that, in the opinion of these writers, the Christian 
church was principally Unitarian, believing only the simple 
humanity of Christ, and knowing nothing of his divinity 
or pre-existence. 

From the acknowledgment which these orthodox fathers 
could not help making, (for certainly they would not do it 
unnecessarily,) that there were great numbers of proper 
Unitarians in the age of the apostles, it seems not unreason- 
able to conclude, that there were great numbers of them in 
the age immediately following, and in their own. And their 
knowledge of this might be an additional reason for the opi- 
nion that they appear to have formed of that prevalence in the 
apostolic age. Would these fathers have granted to their 
enemies spontaneously, and contrary to truth, that the Jews 
were strongly prepossessed against the doctrine of the divinity 
of Christ, and that the Unitarians were a formidable body 
of Christians while the apostles were living, if it had been 
in their power to have denied the facts? The consequence 
of making these acknowledgments is but too obvious, and 
must have appeared so to them, as well as it now does to 
others, which makes them so unwilling to make it after 
them. 

I cannot conclude this chapter without observing, in how 
unworthy a manner, and how unsuitably to their real cha- 
racter and conduct, these fathers represent the apostles as 
acting. ‘They were all plain men, far from being qualified or 
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disposed to act so cunning a part as is here ascribed to them. 
There is nothing like art or address in the conduct of any of 
them, as related in the Scriptures, except that of Paul; and 
this was only with respect to his preaching the gospel to the 
uncircumcised Gentiles, before it was generally approved of at 
Jerusalem ; on which account, he informed the chief of the 
apostles only of what he had done. But this was no secret 
long, and indeed a thing of that kind could not, in its own 
nature, have been much of a secret at any time. On all 
other occasions he failed not to inform those to whom he 
preached, of ‘* the whole counsel of God;” as he says that 
he had done with respect to the church of Ephesus (Acts 
xx. 97). Much less can it be supposed that he would have 
concealed a doctrine of so great magnitude and importance 
as that of the pre-existent dignity of his Master; and, com- 
municating it only to a few, have left it to be taught after 
his death: for it is not to be supposed that the other apos- 
tles were in the secret of John’s intending to do it after their 
deaths. 

Besides, the instructions of the apostles enjoined them to 
teach all that they knew, even what their Master had com- 
municated to them in the greatest privacy. Whereas, upon 
this scheme, they must have suffered great numbers to die in 
the utter ignorance of the most important truths of the gos- 
pel, lest, by divulging it too soon, the conversion of others 
should have been prevented. 

To these observations I would add, that as among the 
twelve apostles, there must have been men of different tem- 
pers and abilities, it is not probable that they should al/ have 
agreed in conducting themselves upon this plan, viz. of not 
divulging the doctrine of the divinity of their Master till their 
hearers should be sufficiently persuaded of his Messiahship. 
Some of them would hardly have been capable of so much 
refinement, and would certainly have differed about the ézme 
when it was proper to divulge so great a secret. Besides, the 
mother of Jesus, and many other persons of both sexes, must 
have been acquainted with it; for that this secret was strictly 
confined to the twelve apostles, will hardly be maintained ; 
and yet we have no account either of their instructions to act 
in this manner, or of any difference of opinion or of conduct, 
with respect to it. 

Never, sure, was a more improbable hypothesis ever 
formed to account for any thing, than this of the Christian 
fathers to account for the late teaching of the doctrines of the 
pre-existence and divinity of Christ. But their circumstances 
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left them no alternative. ‘They must have had some very 
cogent reason for admitting that the teaching of these doc- 
trines was so late; and this could not have been any thing 
but the want of that general prevalence which they would 
have had, if they had been taught with effect in the life-time 
of the apostles, and which would have continued to their own 
times. They must, therefore, have known that there were 
more Unetarzans in the church in the early ages than they 
could account for, on any other hypothesis than that of the 
doctrines of the pre-existence and divinity of Christ not 
having been taught till very late. At present, the facts which 
forced the fathers upon this hypothesis are forgotten, and 
the orthodox themselves wonder that they should have 
adopted a scheme so absurd and improbable. But the dif- 
ferent manner in which such an hypothesis is received is a 
proof of a great difference in the circumstances and views of 
things in the different periods. We sce nothing to make so 
strange an hypothesis necessary. They would not have had 
recourse to it, if it had not been necessary. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


Of the Nazarenes and the Ebionites, shewing that they were 
the same People, and that none of them believed the Divinity 
or Pre-existence of Christ. 


We have seen that, according to the unanimous and very 
express testimony of the Christian fathers, (a testimony 
which is greatly against their own cause, and therefore the 
more to be depended upon,) there could not have been many 
persons who believed the doctrines of the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ in the age of the apostles; one of the last 
books of the canon, viz. the Gospel of John, ‘being the first 
in which those doctrines were clearly published. ' t. 

If we look into the Gospels and the Book of Acts we 
shall find that one part of their testimony is true, viz. that 
those sublime doctrines, as they call them, were not taughé 
in an early period; for none of the three first Gospels make 
the least mention of any thing in the person or nature of 
Christ superior to those of other men. | In like manner, all 
the preaching of Christ, of which we have an account in the 
Book of Acis, is, that Jesus was the Messiah, whose divine 
mission was confirmed by miracles, especially that of his own 
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resurrection, and by the gifts of the Spirit. And all the 
controverstes of which we find any account, either in that 
Book or in the Epistles, respected either the Jewish teachers 
who would have imposed the observance of the law of Moses 
upon all the Gentile converts, or else those who held the 
principles of the Gnostes. 

The erroneous doctrines of these persons are distinctly 
marked, so that no person ‘can read the New Testament with- 
out perceiving that there were persons who held these doc- 
trines, and that they were the cause of great uneasiness to 
the apostles ; but there is no trace of any other opinions at 
which they took the least umbrage. 

As to the effect of the publication of John’s Gospel, from 
which so much seems to have been expected by the Christian 
fathers, it is impossible that we should tearn any thing con- 
cerning it in the New Testament, because that was one of the 
last of the books that was published. However, we have no 
account in ecclesiastical history that it produced any change 
at all in the sentiments of Christians. Though it is said te 
have taught a new and a sublime doctrine, it does not appear 
to have been received with any degree of surprise. There 
are no marks of the publication having given any peculiar 
pleasure to some, or alarm to others; or that it occasioned 
the least division among Christians on the subject. 

We may, therefore, very safely conclude, that those Chris- 
tians for whose use this Gospel was written, saw it in a very 
different light from those fathers who gave the preceding 
account of it. We know, indeed, that to them it did not 
appear to teach any other doctrine than what was contained 
in the three former Gospels ; for by the logos of which John 
treats in this famous introduction, they never imagined to be 
meant Chrast, and therefore they could see nothing of his 
personal pre-existence or divinity in it. In their opinion, 
the logos was that wisdom and power of God, by which all 
things were made. 

Though this Gospel was written in Greek, there were not 
wanting among the Jewish Christians men of learning who 
would not have failed to give an account of it to their more 
ignorant countrymen, or to translate it for their use, if it had 
been thought necessary. Yet, notwithstanding this, all the 
Jewish Christians continued in the very same state in which 
the Christian fathers represent them to have been before 
the publication of this Gospel, viz. believers in the semple 
humanity of Christ only, and acknowledging nothing of his 
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pre-existence or divinity. The same was also the state of 
the Gentile Christians in general, long after the publication 
of this Gospel. 

As no entire writings of any Jewish Christians are come 
down to us, all that we know concerning them must be 
derived from the writings of the Genézle Christians; and as 
these Christians were Trinitarians, and had very little com- 
munication with the Jewish Christians, we cannot expect 
any favourable, or indeed any impartial accounts concerning 
them. Lf, however, we may depend upon the earliest accounts 
that we have of them, and those given by persons who were 
the best qualified to give us good information, they were alk 
Unitarians, and were distinguished from the Gentile Chris- 
tians by the name of Ebionztes or Nazarenes. But as it has 
been pretended by those who, being Trmztarians themselves, 
were willing to believe that there musé have been a body of 
ancient Jewish Christians, who thought as they do, and that 
the Ebionites or Nazarenes must have been sects who broke 
off from their communion; and as some of these persons 
have even said that these Ebionites or Nazarenes were subse- 
quent to the destruction of Jerusalem by ‘Titus; and others 
have fixed their origin so late as the desolation of Judea by, 
Adrian, it may not be improper to shew that persons distin- 
guished by the name of Ebionites and Nazarenes were sup- 
posed to have existed in the time of the apostles. 

Treneus, who gives no other name to any Jewish Christians. 
besides that of Hbzonztes, whom he always speaks of as both 
denying the pre-existence apd divinity of Christ, and like- 
wise the miraculous conception, objects to the Gnoséecs, that 
they were of late date, but he says, nothing of the Ebionites. 
in that respect.* Huwsebius says, that ‘ the first heralds of 
our Saviour,” (by whom he must have meant the apostles,) 
* called those Ebionites, which, in the Hebrew language, 
signifies poor ; who, not denying the body of Christ, shewed 
their folly in denying his divinity.” Ὁ 

Epiphanius makes both Edion, (for in his time it was 
imagined, that the Ebionites were so called from some. parti- 


* « Reliqui vero qui vocantur Gnostici, ἃ Menandro Simonis discipulo, quemad- 
modum ostendimus, accipientes initia, unusquisque eorum, cujus participatus est 
sententia, ejus et pater, et antistes apparuit. Omnes autem hi multo posterius, 
mediantibus jam ecclesize temporibus, insurrexerunt in suam apostasiam.” LL. iii. 
C. iv. p. 206. (P.) 

+ Καὶ avre de re Σωὔηρος μων, δι apwloxnpunes Ebiwvaiss wrouatoy, “ESpasKn φωνῃ 
πτωχϑς᾽ τὴν de ἄνοιαν ὠποχάλβντες, Tas ἕνα μὲν Θεὸν Acyovras eevout, Kas τῷ Zwrnpos τὸ 
oat Byeeuase τήν de τὰ ὕνᾳ, δερτηῖα μη edayras, Ec, Theol. L, i. C. xiv. p. 
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cular person of that name,) and Cerénthus contemporary with 
the apostle John; and he could not tell which of them was 
the older, * - He likewise makes the Ebzonztes contemporary 
with the Nazarenes, at the same time that he says they held 
that Christ was the son of Joseph.f Also, in the passage 
before quoted from him, as well as in that from Jerome, we 
find the names of both the Ebionites and the Nazarenes 
among those who gave so much alarm to the apostle John. 
It must be owned, however, that in no perfect consistence 
with this account, Epephanius places the origin of the Naza- 
renes after the destruction of Jerusalem. After mentioning 
the places where they resided, viz. Perea, Cele-Syria, Pella, 
and Cocabe, he says, “* There was their origin, after the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, when all the disciples lived at Pella; 
Christ having warned them to leave Jerusalem, and retire at 
the approach of the siege ; and on this account they lived, 
as I said, at Perea. Thence the sect of the Nazarenes had 
its origin.” + M 

Sophronius, quoted by Theophylact, says, that ‘ John, 
besides having a view to Cerinthus, and other heretics, 
wrote more especially against the heresy of the Ebionites, 
which was then very prevalent, who said that Christ had no 
being before he was born of Mary; so that he was under a 
necessity of declaring his divine origin.” § 

Casstan calls Heboon “the first heretic, laying too much 
stress on the humanity of Christ, and stripping him of his 
divinity.’’ || , 

There can be no doubt, therefore, but that both Ebzoniztes 
and Nazarenes were existing in the time of the apostles ; 
and that there was no real difference between these two sects. 


* Ναζωραιοι Kavebns τϑῆοις ἐπονται" dua τε αὑτοις oles, ἡ καὶ TPO αὐτῶν, ἡ συν αὐυῖοις, 
ἡ μετ᾽ αὐῇες ὅμως συγχρονοι" ov yap angibecepoy δυναμαι ἐξειπειν' τινες τινᾶς διεδεξαντο. 
Her. xxx. Opera, |. p. 149; H. xxix. p. 110. 01. 

t Ουτος yap 6 Ἐδιων συγχρονίθ.» μεν telay ὕπηρχεν, am αὐτῶν δὲ σὺν αὐτοῖς δρμιαῆαι" τὰ 
σπρωτα δὲ εκ πσαρατριδης και σπερματίθ» ἀνδρος, TeTesw Te Ιωσηφ, τὸν Χριςον yeyerqovat 
ἔλεγεν, ὡς καὶ YON ἥμιν ποροειρητῶι, ὅτι TH ἰσώ τοις ὥλλοις EY ἅπασι Poovey, ἐν τϑτῳ μονῳ 
διεφερεῖο, ev τῷ τῷ νομῷ Te Ιβδαισμδ τροσανεχειν, naTA σαδϑατισμον, καὶ κώτῶ τὴν GEOL 
TOMY, καὶ κατα Ta MANA πάντα ὅσαπερ waa τὰς ἴβδαιθς dorms τοις Σαμιαρειτῶις δια- 
πρωτίεται. Heer. xxx. pp. 125, 126. (P.) 

1 Exeidey μὲν ἡ ἀρχὴ γέγονε μετῶ τὴν amo τῶν ἹἹεροσολυμὼων μεταςασιν, WayTwy τῶν 
parntay τῶν εν Παλλῃ φχήκοτων, Xeice φησαντος καταλειψαι τῷ ἹἹεροσολυμώῶ, κῶι aya~ 
χωρησαι, ἐπειδὴ ἐμελλε WATKELY πολιορκίαν" Kab εκ τῆς τοιαυτὴς vmoverews τὴν Περαιαν 
ῳκήσαντες, ἐκεισε ὡς εἐφὴν διετριδον᾽ ἐντευΐεν ἡ κατα τὰς ΝΝαζωραιες διρεσις εἰχε τὴν ὥρχην-. 
Heer. xxix. Opera, I. p. 1285. (P.) 

§ Καὶ μαλιςα. τηνικαυτῶ Te τῶν Ebiavtay δογμιαῖος ανακυψανῆος, τῶν φασκονίων τον 
Xoicoy apo Mapiag μη γεγενησναν" ὅδε quaynacdy τὴν Seay γεννησιν avte ewe. In 
Johan, 1, p. 548. us <a δόρυ 

\| “ Quorum primus Hebion, dum incarnationem dominicam nimis asserit, divi- 
nitatis eam conjunctione nudavit.” De Zncarnutione, ἴα. i. Ὁ. ii. p. 962. (P.) 
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And, that both of them were equally believers in the simple 
humanity of Christ is no less evident. 

The testimony of Orzgen is clear and decisive to this pur- 
pose. He says that the word Ebzon in the Jewish language 
signifies poor, and those of the Jews who believe Jesus to 
be the Christ are called Ebzonztes.” * Here is no room lett for 
any difference between the Ebzonztes and the Nazarenes ; for 
the Ebionites comprehended all the Jewish Christians; and, 
according to Origen, none of them were believers in the pre- 
existence or divinity of Christ. He says, there were two 
sorts of Ebionites, of whom one believed the miraculous 
. conception, and the other disbelieved it, while both of 
them rejected the doctrine of his divinity. ‘ And when 
you consider,” says he, “ the faith concerning our Sa- 
viour of those of the Jews who believe in Christ, some 
thinking him to be the son of Joseph and Mary, and others 
of Mary only, and the Divine Spirit, but not believing his 
divinity.” + 

He mentions the two sects of Ebzonztes in the following 
passage: ‘* There are some heretics who do not receive the 
Epistles of Paul, as those who are called Ebionites, of both 
sorts.” ¢ 

Eusebius gives the very same account of the two sorts of 
Ebionites, and makes no mention of any Nazarenes, as dif- 
fering from them. ‘‘ Others,” he says, “* whom ἃ malignant 
demon was not able to turn aside entirely from the love of 
Christ, finding them weak in some respects, reduced into 
his power. ‘These by the ancients were called Ebionites, as 
those who think meanly concerning Christ; for they think 
him to be merely a man, like other men, but approved on 
account of his virtue, being the son of Mary’s husband. 
Others called by the same name, leaving the absurd opinion 
of the former, do not deny that Christ was born of a virgin, 
but say, that he was of the Holy Spirit. However at the 
same time, they by no means allowing that Christ was God, 
the word, and wisdom, were drawn into the rest of their 
impiety.” He then says, that ““ they maintained the obser- 
vance of the Jewish law, and that they used the gospel 

* Ἑξίων τε yap ὃ πωχος wapaledass καλειται. Καὶ Ἐξιωναιοι χρηματιζεσιν δι amo 
fedaiwy τὸν Ιησϑν, ὥς Χριςον, τταραδεξαμενοι. In Celsum, L. ii. p. ἐδ CP.) 

ἵ Καὶ exay ids των are ledaswy wisevovtwy εἰς τὸν Inoey τὴν WEL τῇ σωτηρος Distr, 
ὅτε μεν EX Mapias καὶ τ Ἰωσὴφ οἰομένων avToy εἰναι, ὅτε μὲν εκ Magias μὲν μόνης, Kab τοῦ 
δ ειου πνευματίθ», ov μὴν και μετὰ τῆς wept αὐτῷ δεολογιας, οψει, &c. Comment. in 
Matt. ed. Huetii, I. p. 427. (.) 

1 Esot yop tives cispevess τὰς Mavis emicodas τοῦ omosone μὴ τροσιεμεναιγ ὥσπερ 


Εβίωναιοι ὠμῴοτεροι. In-Celsum, L. vi. p. 274. (.) 
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according to the Hebrews.” He says also, “ that. beggars 
are called Ebionites.” *. 

It may be clearly inferred, from a passage in a letter of 
Jerome to Austin, that though he was acquainted with the 
nominal distinction between the Ebzonztes and Nazarenes, he 
did not consider them as really, or at least as materially, 
differing from each other. ‘‘ If this be true,’ he says, ‘‘ we 
fall into the heresy of Cerinthus and Ebion, who believing 
in Christ, were anathematized by the fathers on this account 
only, that they mixed the ceremonies of the law with the 
gospel of Christ, and held to the new” (dispensation) ‘ in 
such a manner as not to lose the old. What shall I say 
concerning the Ebionites, who pretend that they are Chris- 
tians? It is to this very day in all the synagogues of the 
East, a heresy among the Jews, called that of the Minei, 
now condemned by the Pharisees, and commonly called 
Nazarenes, who believe in Christ the Son of God, born of 
the Virgin Mary, and say, that it was he who suffered under 
Pontius Pilate, and rose again, in whom also we. believe. 
But while they wish, to be both Jews and, Christians, they 
are neither Jews nor Christians.” + 

That this account of the Nazarenes is only explanatory of 
the Ebionites, is evident from, his saying, “ What shall 1 say 
concerning the Ebionites?”? After such,an expression as this, 


® Andes δὲ 6 wovnpos δαίμων τῆς Dept τὸν Xpisoyv Tou Θεοῦ διαθεσεως advvaloy εἐκσεισαι, 
Darepudymras eugwy ἐσφετεριζεῖοθο. Edswyaiag Teles ames ἐπεφημέζον δι wpwlor τοτωχως 
καὶ ταπεινως τῷ weps To Xpice Sokaloylac λιτὸν μὲν yap avioy καὶ κοινὸν yyavlo Kata 
προκοπὴν 108s aviov μονον avdpwmoy δεέδικαιώμενον εξ avdpos τε κοινωνίας Kas τῆς. Μαριας 
ψεγενημιεναν" δεῖν Oe wavlog ντοις τῆς" νυμίκης ϑρησκειας, ὡς μὴ ὧν διῶ μόνης τῆς εἰς τὸν 
Xpicoy wisems καὶ τοῦ κατ᾽ αὐτήν. Bis. σφῳθησομενοις. Αλλοι δὲ πτάρω Teles τῆς αὑτῆς οντες 
«ροσηγοριᾶς, τὴν μὲν τῶν εἰρημενὼν EKTOTOY διεδιδρώσκον ἀτοπιῶν» εκ τσώρθενϑ καὶ TOV ὧγιδ 
νευμαΐος μὴ ἀρνϑμενοι yeyoveva τὸν κυρίον᾽ οὐ μὴν εθ᾽ ὅμοιως καὶ ὅτοι τορϑπαρχειν AVTOY, 
Θεὸν, λόγον ovla Ka copia ouoroyavies, τῇ; των wpoleowy, πστεριεἤρεπονῖο δυσσαθειφ μαλιςῶ 
ὅτε και τὴν σωματικὴν περι τὸν νόμον λατρείαν ὁμοίως ἐκείνοις περιέπειν ἐσπεδαζον᾽ ὅτοι δὲ 
TOU μὲν αἀποςολβ σαᾶσας τὰς επιςολας, apyyleac yyevio εἰναι Se, amocalyy «ποχαλδν]ες 
auroy Tou vos” εὐωγ[ελίῳ δὲ μόνῳ: Ta καθ᾽" “Ebpases λεγομενῷ χρώμενοι, τῶν λοίσγων σμικρὸν 
ἐποίθυτο λόγον; καὶ τὸ μεν. Labbaloy Kas, τὴν. Ἰϑδαινκὴην αλλὴν ὠγῳγήν. ὁμοίως; ἐκείνοις; τσᾶρε- 
φυλατῆον. Tass δ᾽ av xupianass NAEPALC, ἥμιν TA Wapamhynoiae εἰς μνημὴν τῆς τοῦ κυριδ 
avararews emeveray’ ὅθεν σαρώ Thy τοιαυ͵ην᾽ ἐγχείρησιν τῆς τοιασδε λελογχᾶσι τροση- 
ρίας, του Ἑξιωγνώιων ονομοσος, τὴν τῆς διανοιοις τοτωχειῶν αὐΐων ὑποφαινονῆος᾽ ταυΐην᾿ γαρ 
επινλην ὃ στωχως παρ Ἕδραιοις, ονομρζεται. Hist. L. iii. C. xxvii. p. 121. ἔχ) 

+ “Si hoc verum est; in Cerihthi et Hebionis hzresim dilabimur, qui credentes 
in Christo, propter hoc solam ἃ patribus anathematizati sunt, quod legis caeremonias 
Christi evangelio, miscuerunt, et sic nova confessi sunt, ut vetera non amitterent. 
Quid dicam de Hebionitis, qui Christianos esse se simulant? Usque hodie per totas 
orientis synagogas inter Judaos hieresis est, qui dicitur Mineorum,, et ἃ Phariszis 
nune usque damnatur, quos vulgo. Nazareos. nuncupant, qui credunt in Christum, 
Filium Dei, natum de Virgine Maria, et eum dicunt, esse, qui sub, Pontio Pilato 
passus est, et resurrexit, in quem et nos.credimus: sed dum volunt et Judzi esse 
et Christiani, nec Judzi sunt nec Christiani,” Opera, 1. p. 634. (.) 
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we naturally expect that he should proceed to say something 
concerning them, which this author most evidently does ; 
observing, that the same people who were called Ebzonttes 
by the Gentiles, were called Minet and Nazarenes (by the 
Jews). Had he meant to describe any other class of people, 
he would naturally have begun his next sentence with 779) 
et, or Est alia heresis, and not simply he@resis est. As to his 
speaking of heresy in the second sentence, and not heretees, 
as in the first, it is a most trifling inaccuracy in language, the 
easiest of all others to fall into, and of no consequence to the 
meaning at all. Besides, Jerome’s account of these two deno- 
minations of men is exactly the same; the Hdbrontes being 
“ believers in Christ, but mixing the law and the gospel ;” 
and the Nazarenes “ wishing to be both Jews and Christians,” 
which certainly comes to the very same thing. 

Stress has been laid on our author’s saying, that the Ebio- 
nites pretended to be Christians,* but Jerome calls them 
eredentes in Christo, believers in Christ ; and if they believed 
in Christ at all, they could not believe much less than he 
himself represents the Nazarenes to have done. It may be 
said, that they only pretended to be Christians, but were not, 
because they had been excommunicated. But what had 
they been excommunicated for? Not for any proper imper- 
fection of their faith in Christ, in which they were inferior to 
the Nazarenes, but only (solwm) because they mixed the 
ceremonies of the law with the gospel of Christ; which, in 
other words, he asserts of the Nazarenes also, when he says, 
they wished to be both Jews and Christians. And though 
he does not say that the Nazarenes were excommunicated, he 
says they were not Christians, which is an expression of the 
same import, 

Had there been any foreign reason why we should suppose 
that Jerome meant to distinguish between the Edzonztes and 
the Nazarenes, we might have hesitated about the interpre- 
tation of his meaning, easy as itis. But certainly there can 
be no cause of hesitation, when it is considered that in this 
he agrees not with Epiphanius only, but with the whole 
strain of antiquity, as is allowed by Le Clerc, and all the 
ablest critics; and to interpret his meaning otherwise is to 
set him at variance with all other writers. 

It is asked, “" Why were the Cerinthzans omitted? Jerome 
places them with the Ebionites in the preceding sentence: 
and if the Nazarenes and the Ebionites were the same people, 


* See Mon. Rev. LXIX. p. 218. 
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it may, with equal clearness of evidence be inferred, that 
they were the same people with the Cerinthians likewise.” * 

I answer, they were the same people, as far as Jerome then 
considered them, because they were equally zealous for the 
law of Moses. | 

It has been said, that Austin’s answer to Jerome shews, 
that he considered them as different persons. But Austin 
only enumerates all the names that Jerome had mentioned, 
and whether the differences were real or nominal, great’ or 
little, it signified nothing to him. He himself, in his Cata- 
logue of Heresies, makes a difference between the Ebzonates 
and Nazarenes, but by no means that which makes the latter 
to have been believers in the divinity of Christ, and the former 
not. And as it was a common opinion, especially in the 
West, that there was some difference between them, (though 
the writers who speak of it could never be certain in what it 
consisted,) it was very natural in Austin to mention them 
separately, whether Jerome had made them the same or not. 

I find that Suecer, in his Thesaurus, under the article 
Ebion, makes the same use of this passage of Jerome that I 
have done, and considers the Nazarenes as a branch of the 
Ebiontes. Sandius also draws the same inference from this 
passage. fT 

That the unbelieving Jews should call the Christian Jews 
JNazarenes, is natural; because that was the opprobrious 
appellation by which they had been distinguished from the 
beginning. According to Tertudlan, they called them so in 
his time.{ Agobard says they did the same when he wrote.§ 
But it was not so natural that this should be adopted by the 
Gentile Christians, because they had been used to regard that 
appellation with more respect. When, therefore, they came 
to distinguish themselves from the Jewish Christians, and to 
dislike their tenets, it was natural for them to adopt some 
other appellation than that of Nazarenes ; and the term Ebio- 
nites, given them likewise by their unbehiexing bseshies, 
equally answered their purpose... |. 

The term Minez is from the Hebrew. on (minim) shiek 
signifies sectarzes, and is that by:which the Jews, in all οὐ 
writings, distinguish the Christians. 

It is something remarkable, that Justzn Martyr does not 


“* Mon. Rot LXIX. p. 216, Note. δ ps; Htst. Eocles: p. {ὃ} 

t “ Unde et ipso nomine nos Judzi Nazarenos appellant per eum. "Adv. Mar- 
cionem, L. iv. Sect. viii. p.418. (P.)_ 

§ “ Quod autem Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum et Christianos in omnibus 
orationibus suis sub Nazarenorum nomine quotidie yeaa De Insolentia Ji- 
deorum, Opera, p. 63.. (P.) 
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use the term Ebionete, or any other expressive of dislike. 
Freneus is the first who uses it, or who speaks of the Jewish 
Unitarians with the least disrespect. 

It is an argument in favour of the identity of the Nazarenes 
and Ebzonites, that the former are not mentioned by name by 
any writer who likewise speaks of the Ebionites, before 2: ρὲ- 
phanius, who was fond of multiplying heresies, though the 
people so called were certainly known before his time. The 
term Ebionites only occurs in Jreneus, Tertullian, Origen, and 
Eusebius. None of them make any mention of Nazarenes; 
and yet it cannot be denied, that they must have been even 
more considerable in the time of those writers, than they 
were afterwards. 

The conduct of all these writers is easily accounted for 
on the suppositions, that in the time of Justin Martyr, the 
Jewish Christians, though all Uniéarzans, and even disbe-~ 
lieving the miraculous conception, were not known by any 
opprobrious appellation at all; that afterwards they were first 
distinguished by that of Ebionztes; and that it was not till 
the time of Epiphanius, (when such writers as he, who wrote 
expressly on the subject of heresy, made a parade of their 
learning by recounting a multiplicity of heresies,) that the 
term Nazarenes, by which the unbelieving Jews still con- 
tinued to call the Christians among them, was laid hold of, 
as signifying a sect different from that of the Ebionites, 

Mosheim* makes a doubt whether there was such a person 
as Ebion or not. Ihave seen no evidence at all that any 
person of that name ever existed. ‘There is no founder of 
a sect, of whose history some particulars have not been 
handed down to posterity; but this is vox ef preterea nihil. 
The term Ebionete was also long prior to that of Ebzon: 
They who first used this term, say nothing about the man, 
from others, and they were too late to know any thing ‘of 
him themselves. 

It must be more particularly difficult to account for the 
conduct of Eusebius, on the supposition either of there having 
been such a person as Ebion, or of there having been any 
distinction between the Lbionztes and Nazarenes, since it was 
his business, as an historian, to have noticed both. 

The opinion that the Ebionttes and Nazarenes were the 
same people,t is maintained by Le Clerc, and the most 


* Commentaries (Cent. ii. Sect. xl.) 1813, Il. p. 202, Note z. 
+ See Vol. XVIIL. pp. 9—11, 55—61, 162—172, 477; Lardner, VII. pp. 20, 21, 
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eminent critics of the last age. What Mr. Jones, (who is 
remarkable for his caution in giving an opinion,) says on this 
subject, is well worth quoting. 

“10 is plain, there was a very great agreement between 
these two ancient sects; and though they went under dif- 
ferent names, yet they seem only to have differed in this, 
that the Ebionites had made some addition to the old Naza- 
rene system. for Origen expressly tells us, Kas ESswveios 
χρηματιϑασι, δι amo ledaiwy τὸν Incev ὡς Χριστὸν παραδεξα- 
μένοι. © They are called Ebionites who from among the 
Jews own Jesus to be the Christ.? And though Epipha- 
nius seems to make their Gospels different, calling one 
wAypecraroy, ‘more entire,’ yet this need not move us. For 
if the learned Casaubon’s conjecture should not be right, 
that we should read the same ov waygerraroy, in both places, 
(which yet is very probable for any thing that father Simon 
has proved to the contrary,) yet will the difficulty be all 
removed at once, by this single consideration ; that Epipha- 
nius never saw any Gospel of the Nazarenes. For though 
he calls it waygeoraroy, yet he himself says (ουκ ode de εἰ τας 
γενεαλογιας πρεριειλον) he did not know whether they had 
taken away the genealogy, as the Ebionites had done; that 
is, having never seen the Nazarene Gospel, for aught he 
knew, it might be the very same with that of the Ebionites, 
as indeed it most certainly was.” * . 

In my opinion, Jerome has sufficiently decided this last 
question. Could he have had any other idea than that these 
two sects (if they were two) used the same Gospel, when he 
said, “Τὴ the Gospel used by the Nazarenes and Ebionites, 
which is commonly called the authentic Gospel of Matthew, 
which I lately translated from Hebrew into Greek,” ὅσο ? + 

Farther, the peculiar opinions of the Ebionites and the 
Nazarenes are represented by the most respectable authorities 
as the very same; only some have thought that the Naza- 
renes believed the miraculous conception, and the Ebionites 
not.{ But this has no authority whatever among the an- 
cients. 

Epiphanius says, in the middle of his second ‘section 
relating to the Edbzonztes, that Ebion (whom in the twenty- 


* On the Canon, I. p. 386. (P.) See Vol. XVIIL. p. 16. 

+ ‘In evangelio, quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionite (quod nuper in Graecum de 
Hebrzo sermone transtulimus et quod vocatur a plerisque Matthzi authenticum),” 
In Matt. xii. 13, Opera, VI. p. 41. (P.) 

1 See Lardner, VIL. pp. 20, 21. 
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fourth section he makes to be contemporary with the apostle 
John) “borrowed the abomination * from the Samaritans, 
his opinion (γνωμην) from the Nazarenes, his name from the 
Jews, &c.” ¢ And he says, in the beginning of the second 
section, ‘* He was contemporary with the former, and had 
the same origin with them; and first he asserted that Christ 
was born of the commerce and seed of man, namely, Joseph, 
as we signified above,” referring to the first words in his first 
section, ‘* when we said that in other respects he agreed with 
them all, and differed from them only in this, viz. in his 
adherence to the laws of the Jews with respect to the sab- 
bath, circumcision, and other things that were enjoined by 
the Jews and Samaritans. He moreover adopted many more 
things than the Jews, in imitation of the Samaritans,” + the 
particulars of which he then proceeds to mention. 

In the same section, he speaks of the Lbzonites as inha- 
biting the same country with the Nazarenes, and adds that, 
κε agreeing together, they communicated of their perverseness 
to each other.”§ Then, in the third section, he observes 
that, afterwards, some of the bzonztes entertained a different 
opinion concerning Christ, than that he was the son of 
Joseph; supposing that, after Elveus joined them, they 
learned of him some fancy concerning Christ and the Holy 
Spirit. || 

Concerning the Nazarenes, in the seventh section of his 
account of them, he says, that they were Jews in all respects, 
except that they “ believed in Christ; but I do not know 
whether they hold the miraculous conception or not.” 4] 
This amounts to no more than a doubt, which he afterwards 
abandoned, by asserting that the Ebzonztes held the same 
opinion concerning Christ with the Nazarenes, which opinion 
he expressly states to be their belief, that Jesus was a mere 
man, and the son of Joseph. 

As to any properly orthodox Nazarenes, that is, believers 


* “With which the Ebionites held other people.” See Vol. XIX. p. 486. 

+ Lapapelov μεν yap καὶ ἔχει τὸ βδελυρον, ledaiwy τε To ονομα, Οσσαίων δὲ καὶ Ναζω- 
ρώιων, καὶ Νασαρώιων τὴν γνωμίν---και Χριςιάνων βελεῖαι ἔχειν τὴν προσηγορίαν. Her. 
xxx. Sect. i. p. 125. (P.) 

t See Note +, p. 444, supra. (P.) 

§ Evvev apyslas τῆς κακῆς αὐτὰ διδασκαλίας, vey Onvev καὶ Ναζαρηνοι δι ἄνομοι τρο- 
δεδηλωνῖαι. Συνϑαφεις yap ὅτος ἐκείνοις, καὶ exeivar τϑΐῳ, ἕκατερος amo τῆς ἑαυτα μηχϑη- 
pig τῳ ἕτερῳ μετεδωκε. Heer. xxx. Sect. ii. pp. 125, 126. (P.) 

|| Φανασιαν τινα wep Χοις-8 διηγείζαι, καὶ περι πνευμαῖος ὧγιδ. Ibid. Sect. iii. p. 
1277 "@Ps) 

4 Περι Xpice δὲ οὐκ oda εἰπειν εἰ και αὐτοι τῇ τῶν τπροσειρήμενων weps Κηρινῶον καὶ 
Μηρινῦον μοχίδηριῳ αχίδενἶες, ψιλον ανῶρωπον γομιζεσιν, ἡ Kaos ἡ αληδεια ener, διῶ 
can ayia γεγενησῦαι ex Mapias, diabebasevias. Heer, xxix, Sect. vil. I. p. 
123.. (P.) 
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in the pre-existence or divinity of Christ, I find no traces of 
them any where. Austen says, that the Nazarenes were by 
some called Symmachians, from Symmachus, who is not 
only generally called an Edzonzte, but who wrote expressly 
against the doctrine of the miraculous conception. How 
then could the Nazarenes be thought to be different from 
the Ebionites, or to believe any thing of the divinity of 
Christ, or even the miraculous conception, in the opinion of 
those who called them Symmachians? Austin, who men- 
tions this, does not say that they were miscalled. 

Theodoret, who, living in Syria, had a great opportunity 
of being acquainted with the Nazarenes, describes them as 
follows: ‘* The Nazarenes are Jews who honour Christ as a 
righteous man, and use the Gospel according to Peter.” * 
This account of the faith of the Nazarenes was evidently 
_Meant to represent them as differing from the orthodox with 
respect to the doctrine concerning Christ; and is to be 
understood as if he had said, ‘“‘ they believe him to have been 
nothing more than a righteous man, and a divine teacher,” 
(for, claiming to be such, he could not otherwise have been 
a righteous man,): ““ but they do not believe in his pre-ex- 
istence or divinity.” Orthodox persons, who believe these 
doctrines, are never described by any of the ancients as 
Theodoret has described the Nazarenes. 

In the passage quoted from Epiphanius, in which he gives 
an account of the motives for John’s writing his Gospel, it is 
evident, both that he considered the Nazarenes as existing 
at that time, and also that they stood in as much need of 
being taught. the pre-existence and divinity of Christ as the 
Ebiontes. In another place this writer compares the Naza- 
renes to persons who, seeing a fire at a distance, and not 
understanding the cause, or the use of it, run towards it, 
and burn themselves. ‘So these Jews,’ he says, “ on 
hearing the name of Jesus only, and the miracles performed 
by the apostles, believe on him; and knowing that his 
mother was with child of him at Nazareth, that he was 
brought up in the house of Joseph, and that on that account 
he was called a Nazarene, (the apostles styling him a rsan of 
Nazareth, approved by miracles and mighty deeds,) imposed 
that name upon themselves.” | This can neyer agree with 


* Ὁ, δὲ Ναζωραιοι Tedasor εἰσι, τὸν Χριςον τιμωνῖες ὡς ανῶρωπον δίκαιον, καὶ τῳ χαλε- 
μένῳ nara, ἹΠετρον εὐαγελιῳ κεχρήμενοι. Heer. fol. L. ii. C. ii. Opera, 1V. p. 219. (P.) 
t Axscavles yep μόνον ὀνομῶ Ta Iqre, καὶ ϑεασαμενοι ta δεοσήμεια τῷ dice χειρων τῶν 
ἀποςολων γινόμενα, κῶν GLUTOL εἰς αὑτὸν σις ευθσι», γνονῖες δε αὐτὸν, εκ Ναζαρετ εν γώςρι 
ξγχυ μονὴν ἐνῶ; Kas εν oko lwo ανωτραφενῖα, nos δια Tele ev τῷ εὐωγίελιῳ Iycey Ναΐζω- 
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this writer’s supposing that the Nazarenes believed in the 
divinity of Christ, or indeed in the miraculous conception ; 
much less with their having an origin subsequent to the 
times of the apostles. And he never mentions or hints at 
any change of opinion in the Nazarenes, 

That Austin did not consider the Nazarenes in any favour- 
able light, is evident from his calling them, in his answer to 
Jerome, heretics: ‘* As to the opinion of those heretics, who, 
while they would be both Jews and Christians, can neither 
be Jews nor Christians,’ &c.* It is in these very words 
that Jerome had characterized those whom he had called 
Nazarenes. What more could Ausétzn have said of the 
Ebionites ? Can it be supposed that he would have spoken 
of the Nazarenes in this manner, if he had thought them 
orthodox with respect to the doctrine of the Trinity ; espe- 
cially considering that it was in an age in which the greatest 
account was made of that doctrine; so that perfect sound- 
ness in that article might be supposed to have atoned for 
defects in other things? That Jerome did not consider the 
Nazarenes as orthodox, even if he did make them to be 
different from the Ebionites, is evident from his calling them 
not Christians. 

If we consider the general character of the Jewish Chris- 
tians in the time of the apostles, and particularly how apt 
they were to be alarmed at the introduction of any thing that 
was new to them, and had the least appearance of contrariety 
to the law of Moses, it will both supply a strong argument in 
favour of the truth of Christianity, and against their receiving 
the doctrine of the divinity or pre-existence of Christ either 
then or afterwards. ‘Their rooted prejudices against the 
apostle Paul, (whose conversion to Christianity must have 
given them great satisfaction,) merely on account of his 
activity in preaching the gospel to the uncircumcised Gen- 
tiles, (though with the approbation of the rest of the apostles,) 
shews that they would not receive any novelty without the 
strongest evidence. ‘Their dislike of the apostle Paul, we 
know from ecclesiastical history, continued to the latest 
period of their existence as a church, and they would never 
make use of his writings. But to the very last, their objec- 
tions to him amounted to nothing more than his being no 
friend to the law of Moses. 


PAY Kaeo aly ὡς καὶ δι amasoAas φῶσιν Incey τὸν Ναζωραιον avdou, ἀποδεδειγμιενον ey τε 
σημείοις καὶ τερασι καὶ τῶ εξης" Tele τὸ ὀνομώ επιτιδεασιν ἄντοις, το καλεισῦφψι Ναζωραιες. 
Heer. xxix. Sect. ν. Opera, I. p. 190. (P.) 

* “ Quid putaverint heretici, qui quam volunt et Judzi esse et Christiani, nec 
Judei esse nee Christiani esse potuerunt,” κε, Opera, IL p.75. (PD 
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The resemblance between the character of the Ebzonztes, 
as given by the early Christian fathers, and that of the Jewish 
Christians at the time of Pazd’s last journey to Jerusalem, is 
very striking. After he had given an account of his conduct 
to the more intelligent of them, they were satisfied with it ; 
but they thought there would be great difficulty in satisfying 
others. ‘‘ Thou seest, brother,” say they to him, (Acts xxi. 20 
—24,) ‘‘how many thousands of Jews there are who believe, 
and they are all zealous of the law. And they are informed 
of thee, that thou teachest all the Jews who are among the 
Gentiles to forsake Moses; saying that they ought not to 
circumcise their children, neither to walk after the customs. 
What is it therefore? The multitudes must needs come 
together, for they will hear that thou art come. Do there- 
fore this that we say unto thee: We have four men who 
have a vow on them; them take, and purify thyself with 
them, and be at charges with them, that they may shave 
their heads, and all may know that those things whereof they 
were informed concerning thee are nothing, but that thou 
thyself also walkest orderly and keepest the law.” So great 
a resemblance in some things, viz. their attachment to the 
law, and their prejudices against Paul, cannot but lead us to 
imagine, that they were the same in other respects also, both 
being equally zealous observers of the law, and equally 
strangers to the doctrine of the divinity of Christ. In that 
age all the Jews were equally zealous for the great doctrine 
of the Unity of God, and their peculiar customs. Can it be 
supposed, then, that they would so obstinately retain the 
one, and so readily abandon the other ὃ 

I have not met with any mention of more than one ortho- 
dox Jewish Christian in the course of my reading, and that 
is one whose name was Joseph, whom Epiphanius says he 
met with at Scythopolis, when all the other inhabitants of the 
place were Arians. * 


CHAPTER IX. 


Of the supposed Church of Orthodox Jews at Jerusalem, 
subsequent to the Time of Adrian, 


MosneEim speaks of a church of Trinitarian Jews, who 
had abandoned the law of Moses, and resided at Jerusalem, . 


* Hay, xxx. Opera, 1. po 199. (P.) 
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subsequent to the time of Adrian. Origen, who asserts that 
all the Jewish Christians of his time conformed to the law 
of Moses, he says, must have known of this church ; and 
therefore he does not hesitate to tax him with asserting a 
wilful falsehood. Error was often ascribed to this great 
man by the late fathers, but never before, I believe, was his 
veracity called in question. And least of all can it be sup- 
posed, that he would have dared to assert a notorious untruth 
in a public controversy. He must have been a fool, as well 
as a knave, to have ventured upon it. * 

Bodies of men do not suddenly change their opinions, and 
much less their customs and habits; least of all would an 
act of violence produce that effect ; and of all mankind the 
experiment was the least likely to answer with the Jews. 
If it had produced any effect for a time, their old customs 
and habits would certainly have returned when the danger 
was over. It might just as well be supposed that all the 
Jews in Jerusalem began at that time to speak Grech, as well 
as that they abandoned their ancient customs. And this 
might have been alleged in favour of it, that from that time 
the bishops of Jerusalem were all Greeks, the public offices 
were, no doubt, performed in the Greek language, and the 
Church of Jerusalem was indeed, in all respects, as much a 
Greek Church as that of Antioch. + 

Mosheim produces no authority in his Dissertations ¢ for 
his assertion. He only says, that he cannot reconcile the 
fact that Orzgen mentions, with his seeming unwillingness 
to allow the Edzonites to be Christians. But this is easily 
accounted for from the attachment which he himself had to 
the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, which they denied ; 
and from their holding no communion with other Christians. 

All the appearance of authority that I can find in any 
ancient writer, of the Jewish Christians deserting the law 
of their ancestors, is in Sudpecius Severus, to whom I am re- 
ferred by Moshezm in his History, , But what he says on 
the subject is only what follows: “ At this time Adrian, 
thinking that he should destroy Christianity by destroying 
the place, erected the images of dzmons in the church, and 
in the place of our Lord’s sufferings ; and because the Chris- 
tians were thought to consist chiefly of Jews, (for then the 
church at Jerusalem had all its clergy of the circumcision,) 
ordered a cohort of soldiers to keep constant guard, and drive 
all Jews from any access to Jerusalem ; which was of service 


* See Vol. XVIIL p.'175, t See ibid. p. 177. 1 See ibid, Note t. 
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to. the Christian faith. For at that time they almost all 
believed Christ to be God, but with the observance of the 
law ; the Lord so disposing it, that the servitude of the law 
should be removed from the liberty of the faith and of the 
church. Then first was Marc, a Gentile, bishop at Jeru- 
salem.” ** Here the historian says, that the object of ddrzan 
was to overturn Christianity, and that the Jews were banished 
because the Christians were chiefly of that nation. Accord- 
ing to this account, all the Jews, Christians, as well as others, 
were driven out of Jerusalem, and nothing is said of any of 
them forsaking the law of Moses. Husebzus mentions the 
expulsion of the Jews from Jerusalem, but says not a word 
of any of the Christians there abandoning circumcision, and 
their other ceremonies, on that occasion. Indeed, such a 
thing was in the highest degree improbable. Speaking of 
the desolation mentioned Jsazah vi., he says, that ‘it was 
fulfilled in the time of Adrian, when the Jews, undergoing a 
second siege, were reduced to such misery, that, by the im- 
perial orders, they were not suffered even to see the desola- 
tion of their metropolis at a distance.” + 

Independent of all natural probability, had Sudpicius Seve- 
vus actually written all that MZoshezm advances; whether is 
it from this writer or from Orzgen that we are more likely to 
gain true information on this subject? Origen, writing im 
controversy, and of course subject to correction, appeals to a 
fact, as notorious in the country in which he himself resided, 
and in his own times, to which therefore he could not but 
have given particular attention. Whereas Sulpicius Severus 
lived in the remotest’ part of Gau/, several thousand miles 
from Palestine, and two hundred. years after Origen, so that 
he could not have asserted the fact as from his own know- 
ledge; and he quotes no other person for it. But, in reality, 
Sulpicius Severus is no more favourable to Mosheim’s ac- 


* «Qua tempestate Adrianus, existimans se Christianam fidem loci injaria 
perempturum, et in templo ac loco dominicz passionis daemonum simulachra con- 
stituit. Et quia Christiani ex Judzis potissimum putabantur (namque tum Hiero- 
solymee non nisi ex circumcisione habebat ecclesia sacerdotem) militum cohortem 
custodias in perpetuum agitare jussit, que Judzeos omnes Hierosolymz aditus 
arceret. Quod quidem Christiane fidei proficiebat; quia tum pene omnes Chris- 
tum Deum sub legis observatione credebant, nimirum id Domino ordinante dis- 
positum, ut legis servitus ἃ libertate fidei atque ecclesiz tolleretur. Itatum primum 
Marcus ex Gentibus apud Hierosolymam episcopus fuit.” Hist. L.-ii. C. xxxi. p. 
245. (P.) See Vol. XVIII. p. 178. 

+ See Vol. XVIII. pp. 178, 179. 

1 Ἑπληρδτο δὲ καὶ αὐτὴ nara tes Adpiave xpovec, καθ᾽ ὃς devrepay ὑπομεινανῖες Τεδαιοι 
-σολιορκιῶν, εἰς τϑῖο τὸ κακὸν περιες σῶν, ὡς νόμιοις καὶ διωταγμῶσιν αυτοκρωτορικοῖς, μηδε 
εξ ἀποπτβ τὴν ερήμιῶν τῆς ἕαντων μητροιτολεως Νεώρειν επιτρεπεσναις Montfaucon’s 
Collectio, 11, p. 879, (P.) ‘ 
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count of the matter than Origen himself; so that to the 
authority of both of them, of all ancient testimony, and na- 
tural probability, nothing can be opposed but a willingness 
to find orthodox Jewish Christians somewhere. * 

The passage of Orzgen, which is a full contradiction to all 
that Mosheim has advanced concerning this orthodox Jewish 
chureh, consisting of persons who abandoned the law of 
Moses, at the surrender of Jerusalem to Adrian, is as follows: 
‘* He who pretends to know every thing, does not know what 
belongs to the Prosopopea. For what does he say to the 
Jewish believers, that they have left the customs of their 
ancestors, having been ridiculously deceived by Jesus, and 
have gone over to another name, and another mode of life; 
not considering that those Jews who have believed in Jesus 
have not deserted the customs of their ancestors; for they 
live according to them, having a name agreeing with the 
poverty of their legal observances. For the word Edzon, in 
the Jewish language, signifies poor; and those of the Jews 
who believe Jesus to be the Christ, are called Ebionites.” + 

Can it be supposed that Origen would have ventured to 
write in this manner, (even supposing that he had no prin- 
ciple of integrity to restrain him from telling a wilful lie,) 
if he had known any such church of Jewish Christians as 
Mosheim describes? Besides, Origen’s account of things 
agrees with what all the ancients say on the subject. Euse- 
bius says, that the bishops of Jerusalem were Jews till the 
time of Adrian.{ The bishops were Jews, because the people 
were so. It is natural, therefore, to suppose, that when the 
bishops were Greeks, the people were Greeks also. And 
this is what Nicephorus expressly asserts to have been the 
case; for he says, that ‘* Adrian caused Jerusalem to be 
inhabited by Greeks only, and permitted no others to live in 
it.” § ) 

Origen is so far from saying, that any Jews abandoned 

* See Vol. XVIIL. p. 179. . 

+ Adda μη wore 6 wat ἐπαγ[ελλομεν» εἰδέναι, To axoAsdoy οὐκ oid!e κατὰ τὸν τόπον 
τῆς τπροσωποποιας" Th οὐν Kab λέγει τῦρος τοὺς απὸ Ιουδαίων wicevoyTas, κατανοηΐ coy" φησιν 
αὐτοὺς καϊαλιπονῖας τὸν ππατριον νόμον, τῷ εἡψυχωαγωγησῶαι ὑπο tov Inoov, ἡπατησϑαι 
WAVY γελοίως" καὶ ἀπηυτομολήκεναι εἰς ἀλλο GVO, καὶ εἰς αλλον βιον. Μηδὲ τουτὸ κατα- 
νόησας, ὅτι de wre Ἰουδαίων εἰς τὸν Τησουν wisevorles ov καϊαλελοιπασι τὸν πάτριον νόμον. 
Βιουσι yap κατ᾽ αὑτὸν, ἐπωνυμιοι τῆς χατώ τὴν ἐκδοχὴν τ-ττωχειᾶς του νόμου γεγενήμενοι. In 
Celsum, L. ii. p. 56. (P.) 

1 Ὡς μεχρι τῆς kala Αδριανον Ledasoy πολιορκίας, wevlexaidena τὸν apitpoy ἀυτοῦδι γεγο- 
νᾶσιν επισχοίτων διαδοχαι" ἐς wavlas “Ebpases φασιν ον]ας" ἀνεκαῖδεν τὴν γνωσιν te Xpise 
γνήσιως καϊαδεξασῆαι. Hist. L. iv. C. ν. p. 148. (P.) 

§ Ἕλλησι δὲ μόνοις τὴν mods edibe, καὶ kalomew ἐπεΐρεπεν. Hist. L. iii. C. xxiv. I. 
p. 950. (P.) 

VOL. VI. 9.1, 


458 SUPPOSED CHURCH OF ORTHODOX JEWS. 


circumcision and the rites of their religion, that he seems to 
say some of the Gentile Christians conformed to them, * 

Having consulted Eusebrus and other ancient writers to 
no purpose, for some account of these Jews who had de- 
serted the religion of their ancestors, I looked into T2dlemont, 
who is wonderfully careful and exact in bringing together 
every thing that relates to his subject; but his account of 
the matter differs widely indeed from that of Mosheim. He 
says, ‘* The Jews converted to the faith of Christ were not 
excepted by the Pagans from the prohibition, to that nation, 
to continue at Jerusalem. They were obliged to go out 
with the rest.—But the Jews being then obliged to abandon 
Jerusalem, that church began to be composed of Gentiles, 
and before the death of Adrian, in the middle of the year 
138, Mark, who was of Gentile race, was established their 
bishop.” + He does not say with Mosheam, that this Mark 
was chosen by the Jews who abandoned the Mosaic rites. ἢ 

Fleury, 1 find, had the same idea of that event. He says, 
‘From this time the Jews were forbidden to enter Jerusalem, 
or even to see it at a distance. The city being afterwards 
inhabited by Gentiles, had no other name than A‘lia.— 
Hitherto the church of Jerusalem had only been composed 
of Jewish converts, who observed the ritual of the law under 
the liberty of the Gospel; but then, as the Jews were for- 
bidden to remain there, and guards were placed to defend the 
entrance of it, there were no other Christians there besides 
those who were of Gentile origin; and thus the remains of 
the servitude of the law were entirely abolished.” § 


* ¢¢ Quia non solum carnales Judzi de circumcisione carnis revincendi sunt nobis, 
sed nonnulli ex eis, qui Christi nomen videntur suscepisse, et tamen carnalem cir- 
cumcisionem recipiendam putant: ut Ebionitz, et si qui his simili paupertate sensus 
aberrant.” In Gen. Hom. iii. Opera, 1. p.19. (P.) 

+ Hist. des Empereurs, 11. (Pt. ii.), p. 506. (P.) Les Juifs convertis ἃ la foi 
de J. C,, n’avoient garde d’ étre exceptés, par les Payens, de la défense faite 4 ceux 
de cette nation de demeurer ἃ Jerusalem. [15 furent obligés d’en sortir avec les 
autres.—Mais les Juifs étant contraints alors d’ abandonner Jérusalem, cette église 
commenga ἃ étre composée de Gentils, et dés devant Ja mort d’ Adrien, qui arriva 
au milieu de l’'an 138, on y établit S. Mare pour évésque, lequel 1 étoit aussi des 
Gentils.” Histoire, 1732, Venice, 1.» pp. 298, 294. See Vol. XVIII. p. 179. 

1 Hist.I.p.172. (P.) See Vol. XVIII. p. 179, Note +. 

§ Hist, I. p. $16. (P.) “ Depuis ce tems il fut défendu aux Juifs d’entrer ἃ 
Jerusalem, ni méme de la regarder de loin. La ville, habitée désormais par des 
Gentils, n’eut plus d’ autre nom qu’ Elia. 

« Jusques-ld P église de Jerusalem n’avoit guéres été composée que de Juifs 
convertis, qui gardoient encore les observations légales, sous la liberté de I’ évangile. 
Mais alors, comme il étoit défendu aux Juifs d'y demeurer, et qu’il y avoit méme 
des gardes pour leur en défendre J’ entrée, il n'y eut plus que des Chretiens Gentils 
d'origine: ainsi les restes de I’ ancienne servitude de la joi s'abdlirent entiérement.” 
Histoire Ecclésiastique, 1750, Paris, I. pp. 343, 344. See Vol. XVIII. p. 180. 
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I cannot help, in this place, taking some farther notice of 
what Mosheim says with respect to this charge of a wilful 
falsehood on Origen. Jerome, in his epistle to Pammachius, * 
says, that Origen adopted the Platonic doctrine of the sub- 
serviency of truth to utility, as with respect to deceiving 
enemies, &c., the same that Mr. Hume, and other specula- 
tive moralists have done ; considering the foundation of all 
social virtue to be the public good. But it by no means 
follows from this, that such will ever indulge themselves in 
any greater violations of truth, than those who hold other 
speculative opinions concerning the foundation of morals. F 

Jerome was far from saying, that ‘“* Origen reduced his 
theory to practice.” He mentions no instance whatever of 
his having recourse to it, and is far, indeed, from vindicating 
any person in asserting, that to silence an adversary, he had 
recourse to the wilful and deliberate allegation of a notorious 
falsehood. 

Grottus also says, in the passage which I have quoted from 
him, that it is well observed by Sulpictus Severus, that all 
the Jewish Christians till the time of Adrian held that Christ 
was God, though they observed the law of Moses. But 
the sense in which Grotius understood the term God in this 
place must be explained by his own sentiments concerning 
Christ. As to Sudpicius himself, he must be considered as 
having said nothing more than that ‘ almost all the Jews at 
Jerusalem were Christians, though they observed the law 
of Moses.” ‘This writer’s mere assertion, that the Jewish 
Christians held Christ to be God, in the proper sense of the 


word, unsupported by any reasons for it, is not to be re- 
garded. ¢ 


CHAPTER X. 


Of the supposed Heresy of the Ebionites and Nazarenes, and 
other Particulars relating to them. 


I HAVE observed, [p. 139,} that Tertudlan is the first 
Christian writer who expressly calls the Ebionites heredzcs. 
Irenzeus, in his large treatise concerming heresy, expresses 
great dislike of their doctrine, always representing them as 
believing that Jesus was the son of Joseph; but he never 
‘confounds them with the heretics. Justin Martyr makes no 


* Opera, I. p. 406. (P.) + See Vol. XVII. pp. 180, 181. 
τ See ibid, pp, 171, 172. 
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mention of Ebionztes, but he speaks of the Jewish Christians, 
which has been proved to be a synonymous expression ; and 
it is plain, that he did not consider all of them as heretics, 
but only those of them who refused to communicate with 
the Gentile Christians. With respect to the rest, he says, 
that he should have no objection to hold communion with 
them. * He describes them as persons who observed the 
law of Moses, but did not impose it upon others. Who 
could these be but Jewish Unitarians? For, according to 
the evidence of all antiquity, and what is supposed by Justin 
himself, all the Jewish Christians were such. + It is pro- 
bable, therefore, that the Nazarenes or Ebionites, were con- 
sidered as in a state of excommunication, merely because 
they would have imposed the law of Moses upon the Gen- 
tiles, and refused to hold communion with any, besides those 
who were circumcised ; so that, in fact, they excommunicated - 
themselves. 

This circumstance may throw some light on the passage 
in Jerome, in which he speaks of the Eézonztes as anathema- 
tized solely on account of their adherence to the Jewish law. 
The Ebionites, at least many of them, would have imposed 
the yoke of the Jewish law upon the Gentile Christians. 
They would not communicate with those who were not 
circumcised, and of course these could not communicate 
with them; so that they were necessarily in a state of ex- 
communication with respect to each other. This would also 
be the case with the Cerinthians, as well as the Ebzonites; 
and therefore Jerome mentions them together ; the separation 
of communion with respect to both arising, in a great mea- 
sure, from the observance of the law of Moses; though 
Jerome might write unguardedly, as he often did, in con- 
founding the case of the Cerinthians so much as he here does 
with that of the Ebionites. + ecg Na 

Ruffinus makes the heresy of Ebion to consist in its 
enjoining the observance of the Jewish law. § The attach- 
ment of the Jews to their own law was certainly very great. 
Origen speaks of the Ebionities as thinking that Christ came 
chiefly for the sake of the Israelites. || 

* Dial. p. 231. _ (P.) t See Vol. XVIII. p. 187. 

t See ibid. p. 187, Note. ἢ . 

§ “ Consilium vanitatis est quod Ebion docet, ita Christo credi debere, ut cir- 
cumcisio carnis, et observatio sabbathi, et sacrificiorum solemnitas, caterzeque 
omnes observantize secundum legis literam teneantur.” Jn Symbol. p. 189. (P.) 

|| Οὐκ ameradyy εἰ μὴ εἰς Ta Bpobala τὰ amodwdrola ome Ἰσραηλ᾽ ουκ ελαμξανομεν 
ταυΐα ὡς δι πστωχοι τῇ διανοιῳᾳ Ἐδιωναιοι, ττωχειᾶς τῆς διώνοιος επωνύμοι; (Ebi@ yap ὃ 
πτωχός wap Ἕδραιοις ονομαϊζεῖαι,) Soe ὑπολαξειν em τὰς capKines Ἰσρωελιτῶς wpoyye- 
Mévog tov Χριςον exdgdy’ μηκεκαί, Philocalia, p. 16. (P.) 
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There is something very particular in the conduct of 
Tertullian with respect to the Lbionites. He speaks of the 
heresy of Lbion (of which he makes but the slightest mention 
in .his treatise against heresy in general) as consisting in the 
observance of the Jewish ceremonies ;* and yet he says, 
that ‘* John in his epistle calls those chiefly antichrists, who 
denied that Christ came in the flesh, and who did not think 
that Jesus was the Son of God ;” meaning, probably, a dis- 
belief of the miraculous conception. ‘“¢ The former,” he says, 
“ Marcion held; the latter, Ebion.” 

Upon the whole, the conduct of Tertullian very much 
resembles that of Jreneus, who, without classing the Ebio- 
nites with heretics, expresses great dislike of their doctrine. 

It is certain, that the Ebzonztes were a very different set of 
persons from the Gnoséics, and that they were utter strangers 
to the principles of that philosophy which were the cause of 
the prejudice that was entertained concerning matter and the 
body, and which led the Gnostics to recommend corporeal 
austerities, and abstinence from marriage. Epiphanius says, 
that ‘the Ebionites, and all such sects, were enemies to 
virginity and continence.” ἢ 

This writer’s hatred of the Ebzonites, and of course his 
misrepresentation of them, are very conspicuous. But there 
is one thing which he lays to their charge, which, though not 
absolutely incredible, it is not easy to account for. For he 
says, that ‘‘ the Ebionites revere water as a God.” ὃ Damas- 
cenus says the same after him. || 

Another most extraordinary and highly improbable alle- 
gation of Epzphanius, with respect to the Ebzonztes, is his 
charging them with the peculiar doctrines of the Gnostics, 
which is contrary, to the testimony, | may safely say, of all 
other ancient writers ; it being commonly said by them, that 
the heresy of the Ebionites was the very reverse of that of the 
Gnostics. He says, however, that ““ some of the Ebionites 
held that Adam, who was first formed, and into whom God 
breathed the breath of life, was Christ. But others of them 
say that he was from above, that he was a spirit created 


* «« Ad Galatas scribens invehitur in observatores et defensores circumcisionis et 
legis. Hebionis hzeresis est.” De Prescrip. Sect. xxxiii. Opera, p. 314. (P.) 

t “ At in epistola eos maxime antichristos vocat, qui Christum negarent in carne 
venisse, et qui non putarent, Jesum esse Filium Dei. Hlud Marcion, hoc Hebion 
vindicayit.” bid. (P 

1 Ta wy be ἀπηγορευται 7 wavlamace Wap αντοις πταρδενιᾳ TE Kas ἐγκρατειᾷ; ὡς καὶ 
σαρα τοις αλλαις ὅμοιαις ταυΐῃ ἄιρεσεσι. Heer. xxx. p. 520. (P.) 

§ Τὸ ὕδωρ ἀντι Θεου εχθσι. Opera, I. p. 53. (P.) 

|| De Haresibus, Opera, p. 690. (P.) 
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before any others, before the angels, that he was lord of all, 
was called Christ, and made the sovereign of that age ; that 
he came from thence whenever he pleased, as into Adam, 
and that he appeared in the form of a man to the patriarchs, 
to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob ; and that it was the same who 
in the latter days, being clothed with the body of Adam, 
appeared as a man, was crucified, rose from the dead, and 
ascended into heaven.” * 

Again, speaking of the Ebzonztes in general, he says, “" They 
assert that there were two beings created, viz. Christ and the 
Devil; that Christ took the inheritance of the future age, and 
the Devil of the present, and that the Supreme Being made 
this appointment at the request of them both. On this ac- 
count, they say that Jesus was born of the seed of man, and 
became the son of God by adoption, by Christ coming into 
him from above, in the form of a dove. But they say that’ 
he was not generated from God the Father, but created by 
him, as one of the archangels, though greater than they ; for 
that he is lord of the angels, and of all things that were 
made by the Almighty’; that he came and taught what is 
contained in their Gospel, saying, ‘1 am come to destroy 
sacrifices, and if you will not cease to sacrifice, wrath shall 
not cease with respect to you.” These and such like things 
are taught by them.” Ὁ 

In another passage he ascribes these doctrines not to 
Ebion. himself, but to his: followers. “ Ebion himself,” he 
says, ‘‘ held that Christ was a. meré man, born’as other men 
are; but they who from him are called Ebionites, say that 
God had a superior power called his son, that he assumed the 
form of Adam, and put jt off again.” + 


* Τίνες yap εξ αὐῇων nas Αδαμ tov Χριςόν εἰναι Aeyeot, τὸν wpwloy Whacwevia, τε και 
ἐμφυσηδενῖα ano τῆς τ Θεὸυ επιπνοιῶς᾽ ada δὲ ἐν αὑτοῖς λεγεσιν ανῶδεν μὲν οντα, apo 
ππανῆων Se κτισϑενία πνευμα ovlar καὶ ὑπερ αγζελεξ. ονῆαν. waviev τε πυριευον]ὰ, παρ Χριςον 
λεγεσῖαι, τὸν ἐκεισε δε. αἰωνῶ κεκληρωσναι" eoxervau δὲ evlauda ὅτε βϑλεῖαι, ὡς nou εν τῷ 
Αδαμ nave, καὶ τοις πτιατριωρχαις. εφαινεῖο, ἐνδυομιενίθ» τὸ Twa, προς Λέρααμ elev καὶ 
Ισαακ καὶ Ἰακωξ" 6 aves en” ἐσχαῖων τῶν ἡμερων λϑε; κάε'αὐτὸ τὸ coma Te Αδαμ, ἐνεδύ- 
σαῖο, καὶ ὠφϑη ἀνρωπος, καὶ ες αυρωθῆ, καὶ avesns, Kat ἀνῆλθεν. Heer xxx. Sect. iii, 

197. (P.) ; : 
+ Avo Ἂ τινας, ὡς εφήὴν, συνιξωδιν ex Θεοῦ τεϊίμενες, ἕνα μὲν τὸν Χρίξον, ἕνα δὲ τὸν 
διαξολον᾽ και τὸν μὲν Χριςτον λεγδσι, TE μελλοντίθ» cxscovos εἰληφενῶι τὸν χληρον, Toy δὲ bia 
Corey τεῖον wemicevOas Tov aiwva, ex wposayys δηθεν του wavioxpalopos καΐα αὐτήσιν ἕκῶ- 
τεέρων αὐτῶν" καὶ τϑτὸυ Evens Inorey Ὑεγενήμενον EX σπερμωτίθ» ἀνδρος χεγθσὶ, “ar επιλεχ- 
θεντα, καὶ Eta Kala ἐκλογὴν viovy Ocov KAnvevid, ἀπὸ του avobev εἰς αὐῇον ἠκόντίΘ» Χ gise 
ev Eider wepicepact ov φάσκεσι δὲ ex Θεοῦ warpos αὐτόν, yeyernovas, aru eKTION at, ὡς ἕνα 
τῶν apycryleroy, μείζονα de αὐων oviay αὖον δὲ κυρίευειν, Kees arySeAwy κῶι πὐαν]ών amo τοῦ 
wavloxpatoOv τπτεποιήμενων, Kat ελδονα nou ὑφηγησαμενον, ὡς το παρ᾽ αὑτοῖς evarySeAsoy 
KOABKEVOY περιέχει, ὅτι λον καΐαλυσαι τὰς δυσιας, καὶ εν Μη “αὐσήσδε του Svew, ου 
σαυσεται ad ὕμων ἡ οργη᾽ καὶ ταυΐω και Tome τινὰ Es τῶ wap αὐτοις επιτηδευμῶτα: 
Ibid. Sect. xvi. p. 140. (Ρ.). 

{Tse μὲν ὃ αὐτὸς Ἑδιων λεγὼν ex waparpibys ψιλὸν ayipemoy αὑτὸν γεγεννησσαι" 
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That this representation, which is wholly Epiphanius’s 
own, is founded on some mistake, cannot be doubted ; and 
I think it most probable, that he has confounded the doc- 
trines of the Ebionites with those of the Cerinthians, who 
agreed with them in some things, especially in Jesus being a 
mere man, born as other men are. But he most grossly 
misrepresented both the Ebionites and the Cerinthians, in 
saying that they rejected sacrifices, and taught that Christ 
preached against them. For according to the testimony 
of all antiquity, both these seets insisted on the observance 
of the Jewish law. 

This is all that I have,been able to collect concerning the 
heresy of the Ebzonites, excepting that Optatus charges them 
with maintaining that ‘‘ the Father suffered, and not the 
Son.” * But it was no uncommon thing to charge all Unz- 
tarians with being Patripassians. + No early accounts of the 
Ebionites say any such thing of them, Their doctrine was 
simply, that Christ was.a man, but @ man approved of God 
by signs and wonders, and mighty deeds, which God did by 
him. 

I must here remark, that no person, I should think, can 
reflect upon this subject with proper seriousness, without 
thinking it a little extraordinary that the Jewish Christians, 
in so early an age as they are spoken of by the denomination 
of Ebionites, should be acknowledged to believe nothing 
either of the divinity, or even of the pre-existence of Christ, 
if either of those doctrines had been taught them by the 
apostles. Could they so soon have deserted so important 
an article of their faith, and so lately ‘‘ delivered to the 
saints ;’ and having once believed Christ to be either the 
Supreme God, or a super-angelic spirit, have, contrary to the 
general propensity of human nature, (which has always been 
to aggrandize, rather than to degrade a lord and master, 
because it is in fact to aggrandize themselves,) come univer- 
sally to believe him to be nothing more than a mere man, 
and even the son of Joseph and Mary 3 
αλλοῖε δὲ δι an αυτὸ Ἑξιωναιοι, ἄνω δυναμιν ex Oeov κεκτησῦαι viv, καὶ τοῖον κατα 
kaspoy τὸν Αδαμ. evdverNau τε και ἐεκδυεσϑαι. Heer. xxx. Sect, xxxiv. p. 162. (P.) 

3 ἢ σι ebione qui argumentabatur Patrem passum esse, non Filium.” [. iv. 
ee “ ME, on the followers of Noetus, ‘‘ suspects that ‘this was not the 
optnion of those persons, but a consequence, which the orthodox drew from their 
principles,’—A passage of Augustine will confirm the supposition ; for he argues 
and affirms, ‘that all who are of that opinion, that the same is Father, Son, and 
Spirit, must also say, that the Father suffered.’ This seems to shew, that he had no 
proof from their own writings, or expressions, that the Sabellians, and others, 


whom he charges with that opinion, were Patripassians, but he inferred it from 
= doctrine concerning the unity and simplicity of the Deity.” Lardner, III. p. 
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CHAPTER ΧΙ. 
Of the Sacred Books of the Elbionites. 


Tue E£bionites being Jews, and in general acquainted 
with their own language only, made use of no other than a 
Hebrew Gospel, which is commonly said to have been that 
of Matthew, originally composed in their language, and for 
their use. This I think highly probable, from the almost 
unanimous testimony of antiquity. But this is a question 
which I shall not make it my business to discuss. * 

“The Ebionites,” says Irenzeus, ‘‘ make use of the Gos- 
pel of Matthew only.” + Jerome had seen this Gospel, and 
translated it from Hebrew into Greek, and, without giving his 
own opinion, says, that ‘it was by most persons called the 
authentic Gospel of Matthew.” + Theodoret says concern- 
ing both the kinds of Ebionites, that they received no other 
Gospel than that of Matthew.§ 

But it is evident from Epiphanzus, that the Ebzonites did 
not consider the two first chapters of Matithew’s Gospel as 
belonging to it; for their copies were without them, begin- 
ning with the third chapter. The Gospel of the Ebzonztes 
began thus: “ΠῚ came to pass in the days of Herod, king of 
Judea, in the time of Caiaphas the high-priest, a person 
whose name was John came baptizing with the baptism of 
repentance in the river Jordan.” || Here, however, there 
must be some mistake, as it was not in the time of Herod, 
king of Judea, but of Herod the Tetrarch, or king of Galilee ; 
and the inaccuracy is probably to be ascribed to Epephanius 
himself. That this writer quoted only from his memory, 
and inaccurately, is evident from his giving the beginning of 
this Gospel in another place somewhat differently, as fol- 
lows: “1 came to pass in the days of Herod king of Judea, 
John came baptizing with the baptism of repentance, in the 
river Jordan ; who was said to be of the race of Aaron the 


* See Lardner, V1. pp. 60—65. 

+ “ Ebionitz etenim eo evangelio quod est secundum Matthzeum solo utentes.” 
L. iii. C. xi. p. 220. (P.) See Lardner, 11. p. 358. 

1 In Matt. C. xii. Opera, VI. p. 21. (P.) 

§ Αλλη de wapa ταυΐην συμμορια,. τὴν avinv ἐπωνυμιᾶν ἐχεσα" Ἐξιωνεις yap xa ὅυτοι 
προσαγορευονῆαι" τῶ adra μὲν ὡπανΊα συνομολογει τοῖς wpolepac, Toy δὲ σωΐηρα καὶ κυριον 
ἐκ πταρίδενα γεγεννησαι φησιν" ευὐαγζελίῳ de τῳ κατῶ Ματϑαιον χεχρηντῶι μονῷ. Her. 
Fab. L. ii. C. i. 1V. p. 328, ed. Hala. (P.) 

|] Ὅτι evevelo, φησιν; ev τῶις ἡἥμεραις Hpwde βασιλεως τῆς Iedasac, ems A oxipems Καιαφα 
ἤλθε τις Ιωαννὴς ὀνοματι βαπτίζων βαπτισμῶ μεϊανοιας εν τῷ wolaum Ἰορδανῃ, καὶ τῶ εξής. 


Heer, xxx. Opera, ἷ. p. 138. (P.) See Lardner, II. p. 148. 
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priesty the son of Zacharias and Elizabeth; and all men 
went out to him.” * 

This writer, who was fond of multiplying sects, and who 
makes that of the Nazarenes to be different from that of the 
Ebionites, + says concerning the latter, that “She did not 
know whether they had cut off the genealogy from the 
Gospel of Matthew.” + Meaning, perhaps, the whole of 
the introduction, as far as the third chapter. It must be 
observed, however, that in the copy of this Gospel which 
Jerome translated, there was the second chapter, if not the 
genealogy. For in this Gospel there was, “‘ Out of Egypt ἢ 
have called my son,” and “he shall be called a Nazarene.’ § 
This I am willing to explain in the following manner: Ori- 
ginally the Jewish Christians did not believe the doctrine 
of the miraculous conception. Both Justen Martyr and Ire- 
neus represent them as disbelieving it, without excepting any 
that did. Origen is the first who has noticed two kinds of 
Ebionites, one believing the miraculous conception, and the 
other denying it. Probably, therefore, their original copies 
of the Gospel had not the two first chapters, which con- 
tained that history ; but after some time, those of the Jewish 
Christians who gave credit to the story, would naturally add 
these two chapters from the Greek copies ; and it might be a 
copy of this kind that Jerome met with. 

Epiphanius likewise says, that “the Ebionites made use 
of the travels of Clement.” || This being an Unitarian work, 
they might be pleased with it; but it is not probable that 
they would read it in the public offices of their churches, or 
consider it in the same light with one of the books of Scrip- 
ture. 

It is agreed on all hands that the Ebzonztes made no use of 
the Epistles of Paul, because they did not approve of the 


* ‘Or: εγενεῖο ev ταις ἡμεραις ‘Hpwds te βασίλεως τῆς [ϑδαιας, nASev Ιωαννης βαπτίζων 
βαπτισμα μεῖανοιας ev τῳ Ἰορδανῃ πόταμῳ, ὃς ἐλεγεῖο εἰναι ex yeves Aapwy του ἱερεως, Was 
Σαχαριβ καὶ Ἐλισαξετ, καὶ εξηρχονῖο τῦρος αὐτὸν wavies. Heer. xxx. Sect. xiii. p. 
138. (P.) 

+ See Vol. XVIII. p. 167. (P.) 

Τ Εχεσι δὲ τὸ κατα Ματδαιον ευαγἴελιον wanpesatoy “Ebpaisn’ wag αντοις yap σαφως 
τοῖο, καῦως εξ apyns ἐγραφὴ Ἕδραικοις γραμμᾶσιν ets σωζεται" ovx aida δὲ εἰ Kas τὰς 
γενεαλογίας Tas ame te Abpaay περιειλον. Heer. χχίχ. I]. p. 124. (P.) 

§ “ Mihi quoque ἃ Nazareeis, qui in Bersea, urbe Syrize, hoc volumine utuntur, 
describendi facultas fuit, in quo animadvertendum quod ubicunque evangelista, sive 
€X persona sua, sive ex persona Domini salvatoris, veteris scripture testimoniis 
utitur, non sequatur Septuaginta translatorum auctoritatem, sed Hebraicam, ὃ 
quibus illa duo sunt: Ex #gypto vocavi fillum meum, οἱ Quoniam Nazareus 
vocabitur.” Catalogus Scriptorum, Opera, lL. p. 267. (P.) 

|| Xpowras Be και αλλοις τισι PibAscis, δηθεν ταῖς wepiodas καλεμενοις Πετρθ, Tasg die 
Κλημεντίθ»» γραφεισαις. Heer. xxx. Opera, |. p. 180. (P.) 

VOL. Vf. 53M 
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slight which he seemed to put upon the law of Moses, which 
they held in the greatest possible veneration. 

Epiphanius says farther concerning the Ebionztes, that 
‘“‘ they detest the prophets.”* This, however, I think alto- 
gether as improbable as what he says of their revering 
water as a god. He is the only writer who asserts any such 
thing, and as far as appears from all other accounts, the 
Ebionites acknowledged the authority of all that we call the 
canonical books of the Old Testament. Symmachus, whose 
translation of the Scriptures into Greek is so often quoted, 
and with the greatest approbation, by the learned fathers, 
was an Ebionite ; and Jerome says the same of Theodotzon. 
They both translated the other books of the Old Testament, 
as well as the Pentateuch, and, as far as appears, without 
making any distinction between that and the other books ; 
and can this be thought probable, if they had not considered 
them as entitled to equal credit? Besides, our Saviour’s 
acknowledgment of the authority of the whole of the Old 
Testament is so express, that I cannot readily believe that 
any Christians, Jews especially, acknowledging his autho- 
rity, would reject what he admitted. | 

Lastly, the authority of Epiphanius is, in effect, contra- 
dicted by Irencus, who says, that * the Ebionites expounded 
the ‘‘ prophecies too curiously.” + Grabe says, that Ebzon 
(by which we must understand some Ebzonzte) wrote an 
exposition of the prophets, as he collected from some frag- 
ments of Irenzeus’s work, of which he gives some account 
in his note upon the place. + 


CHAPTER XII. 
Of Men of Eminence among the Jewish Christeans. 


THouGH it is probable, that the Jewish Christians in 
general were poor, and therefore had no great advantage of 
liberal education, which might be one means of preserving 


* Avt@ (Κλημης) yap εγκωμιαζει λιαν, καὶ Aabid, καὶ Σαμψων, καὶ wavlas τοὺς 
προφηΐας, ἐς Sto βδελυτήῆονῖαι. Her. χχχ.Ρ. 189. (P.) 

t “ Que autem sunt prophetica curiosius exponere nituntur.” Li. C. xxvi. p. 
102. (P.) , : 

{ “ Ipsum Ebionem εξηγησιν τῶν wpodyloy scripsisse, colligo ex fragmentis hujus 
operis, quze ante paucos dies Parisiis accepi, in MS. codice collegii Claromontani 
descripto, 4 viro humanissimo, R. P. Michaele Loquien, inter addenda ad specile- 
gium heereticorum seculi 1. suo tempore, Deo voleute, publicanda.” Jbid. (P.) 
See Vol. XVIII. pp. 166, 167. P 
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their doctrine in such great simplicity and purity ; yet it 
appears that there were some men of learning among them. 
Jerome mentions his being acquainted with such during his 
residence in Palestine ; and there are three persons among 
them who distinguished themselves by translating the Old 
Testament from Hebrew into Greek, viz. Aquila, Theodotion, 
and Symmachus ; though the last of them only was a native 
of Palestine, and born a Samaritan. Huscbius says, that 
‘© Theodotion and Aquila were both Jewish proselytes, 
whom the Ebionites following, believe Christ to be the son 
of Joseph.” * According to EHpiphanius, Theodotion was 
first a Marcionite, and then a Jewish convert. + Aquila is 
said to have flourished about the year 130, Theodotion 
about 180, and Symmachus about 200. Whatever was 
thought of the religious principles of these men, the 
greatest account was made of their versions of the Hebrew 
Scriptures by learned Christians of all parties, especially 
that of Symmachus, which is perpetually quoted with 
the greatest respect by Origen, Eusebius, and others. Je- 
rome, speaking of Origen, says, that ‘‘ besides comparing 
the version of the Septuagint, he likewise collated the ver- 
sions of Aquila of Pontus, a proselyte, that of Theodotion, 
an Ebionite, and that of Symmachus, who was of the same 
sect ; who also wrote commentaries on the Gospel of Mat- 
thew, from which he endeavoured to prove his opinion.” ἢ 
In so great estimation was Symmachkus held, that Austin 
says the Nazarenes were sometimes called Symmachians. § 

[ reserve the account of Hegeszppus to the last, because it 
has been asserted that, though he was a Jewish Christian, he 
was not properly an Lébzoneée, but orthodox with respect to 
his belief of the Trinity. But that he was not only a Jewish 
Christian, but likewise a proper Ebionite, or a believer in 
the simple humanity of Christ, may, I think, be inferred 
from several circumstances, besides his being a Jewish 
Christian; though, since Oregen says that none of them 


* Ὡς Oecdoliav ἡρμηνευσεν ὃ Ἐφεσιος, καὶ Ακυλας ὁ ἸΠονἼικος, aprqrolepor Ledasos προση- 
λυτοι" δις καϊακολεθησανῖες δι Ἑξιωναιοι, εξ Ἰωσὴφ aviov γεγεννησῦαι cpacnecs. Hist. 
L. v. C. νὴ, Ὁ, 25]. (P.) 

+ Θεοδοτίων τις Tovtrix@- ὡπὸ τῆς διοδοχης Μάρκιωνος τοῦ dipeciapye te Swomrs. De 
Mensuris, Opera, I. p..172. (P.) 

} “ Aguile scilicet Pontici proselyti, et Theodotionis Hebionei, et Symmachi 
ejusdem dogmatis, qui in evangelium quoque κατα MarSauy scripsit commentarios, 
vie suum dogma confirmare conatur.” Catalogus Scriptorum, Opera, |. p. 

4. > , 

§ “ Et tamen si mibi Nazareorum objiceret quisquam quos alii Symmachianes 
appellant.” Contra Faustum Man.,’ Opera, VI. p. 342. (P.) 
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believed the divinity of Christ, we ought to have some posi- 
tive evidence before we admit that he was an exception. 

That Hegesippus was an Ebionite, may be inferred from 
his giving a list of all the heresies of his time, in which he 
enumerates a considerable number, and all of them Gnosiics, 
without making any mention of the Ebionites. 

He being a Jewish Christian himself, could not but be 
well acquainted with the prevailing opinions of the Jewish 
Christians, the most conspicuous of which, it cannot be 
denied, was the doctrine of Christ’s being a mere man. Now 
can it be supposed, that if he himself had been what is 
now called an orthodox Christian, that is, a Trinitarian, or 
even an Arian, he would wholly have omitted the mention 
of the Ebzonztes in any list of heretics of his time, had it 
been ever so short'a one; and this consists of no less than 
eleven articles? Also, can it be supposed that Eusebzus, 
who speaks of the Ebionites with so much hatred and con- 
tempt, would have omitted to copy this article, if it had been 
in the hist? ; 

Their not being inserted in the list by such a person as 
Eusebius, must, 1 think, satisfy any person, who has no sys- 
tem to support, with respect to this article. A stronger 
negative argument can hardly be imagined. As to Hege- 
sippus himself, we must judge of his feelings and conduct as 
we should of those of any person at this day in a situation 
similar to his. Now, did any subsequent ecclesiastical 
historian, or did any modern divine, of the orthodox faith, 
ever omit Arians, or Socinians, or names synonymous to 
them (who always were, and still are, in the highest degree 
obnoxious to them) in a list of heretics ? 

Had the faith of the early Christians been either that 
Christ was true and very God, or a superior angelic spirit, 
the maker of the world, and of all things visible and invi- 
sible under God; and.had Hegeszppus himself retained that 
faith, while the generality, or only any considerable number 
of his countrymen, had departed from it, it could not but 
have been upon his mind, and have excited the same indig- 
nation that the opinions of the Arzans and Socinians excite in 
the minds of those who are called orthodox at this day. Nay, 
in his circumstances, such a defection from that important 
article of faith in his own countrymen, after having been 
so recently taught the contrary by the apostles themselves, 
whose writings they still had with them, must have excited 
a much greater degree of surprise and indignation, than a 
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similar defection would have occasioned in any other people, 
or in any later times. 

It is said to be as remarkable that Hegeseppus should have 
omitted the Cerinthians as the Ebionites. But I see nothing 
at all extraordinary in the omission of the Cerinthians in this 
list of heretics by Hegesippus, as they were only one branch 
of the Gnostics, several of whom are in his list; and it is not 
improbable that these Cerinthians, having been one of the 
earliest branches, might have been very inconsiderable, per- 
haps extinct in his time. I do not know that they are men- 
tioned by any ancient writer as existing so late as the time of 
Hegesippus ; and as they seem to have been pretty much 
confined to some part of Asia Minor, and especially Galatia, 
which was very remote from the seat of the Ebionites, he 
might not have heard much about them. Whereas the 
Ebionites were at that very time in their full vigour; and 
though their opinions (being then almost universal in what 
was called the Catholic Church) had not begun to give of- 
fence, they were afterwards the object of the most violent 
hatred to the other Christians, and continued to be so as 
long as they subsisted. 

That Hegesippus, though an Unitarian himself, should 
speak as he does of the state of opinions in the several 
churches which he visited, as then retaining the true faith, 
is, I think, very natural. The°only heresy that disturbed the 
apostle John, and therefore other Jewish Christians in gene- 
ral, was that of the Gnostzcs; and all the eleven different 
kinds of heresies, enumerated by this writer, are probably 
only different branches of that one great heresy. If, there- 
fore, the churches which he visited were free from Gnosticism, 
he would naturally say that they retained the true faith. 
For as to the doctrine of the personification of the /ogos, held 
then by Justen Martyr, and perhaps a few others, it was not, 
in its origin, so very alarming a thing ; and very probably this 
plain man had not at all considered its nature and tendency, 
if he had heard of it. The author of the Clementine Homilies, 
though contemporary with Hegesippus, and unquestionably 
an Unitarian, makes no mention of it. 

Hegesippus, as an Unitarian, believed that all the extra- 
ordinary power exerted by Christ was that of the Father 
residing in him, and speaking and acting by him; and he 
might imagine that these philosophizing Christians, men of 
great name, and a credit to the cause, held in fact the same 
thing, when they said that this Jogos of theirs was not the 
logos of the Gnostics, but that of John the evangelist, or the 
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wisdom and power of God himself.’ And though this might 
appear to him as a thing that he could not well understand, 
he might not think that there was any heresy, or much harm 
init. Had he been told, (but this he could only have had 
from inspiration,) that this specious personification of the 
Divine logos would, about two centuries afterwards, end in 
the doctrine of the perfect equality of the Son with the 
Father, this plain good man might have been a little startled. 

That Eusebous, and others, should speak of Hegesippus 
with respect, (from which it has been argued that he could 
not possibly have been an Edbzonzie,) appears to me nothing 
extraordinary, though it should have been known to them 
that he was one, considering that they quote him only as an 
historian ; and supposing, what is very probable, that he did 
not treat particularly of doctrinal matters, but confined him- 
self to the Acts of the Apostles, and other historical circum- 
stances attending the propagation of the Gospel; especially 
as he was the only historian of that age, and had always 
been held in esteem. A man who is once in possession of 
. the general good opinion, will not be censured lightly, espe- 
cially by such men as Eusebius. 

Can it be supposed also that Eusebius, in expressly quot 
Ing ancient authorities against those who held the opinion 
of the simple humanity of Christ, would not have cited 
Hegesippus, as well as Ireneus, Justin Martyr, and others, if 
he could have found any thing in him for his purpose? This 
may be considered as a proof that there was nothing in his 
work unfavourable to the doctrines of the Ebzonztes. A nega- 
tive argument can hardly be stronger than this. * 

Had there been any pretence for quoting Hegeszppus as a 
maintainer of the divinity of Christ, he would certainly have 
been mentioned in preference to Justin Martyr, or any others 
in the list; not only because he was an earlier writer, but 
chiefly because he was one of the Jewish Christians, who 
are well known not to have favoured that opinion. 

The manner in which Hegeseppus quotes the Gospel of 
the Hebrews was such as led Eusebius to think that he was 
a Hebrew Christian. .“* He quotes some things from the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews and the Syriac, and espe- 
cially in the Hebrew tongue, shewing that he was one of the 
Hebrew Christians.” + We may, therefore, conclude, that 


* See Vol. XVIIL. pp. 183—15. yh . 

+ Ex τε τὸ καθ᾽ Ἕξραιες ευαγίελιθ καὶ Te Lupiake, καὶ wiwe εκ τῆς “Ἕδραιδος διαλεκ- 
Te twa τιθησιν, ἐμφαινων εξ “Ebpamy ἑαυτὸν πεπις εὐυκέγωι. Hist. L. iv. C. xxi. p. 
184, (P.) 
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he quoted it with respect ; and this was not done except by 
those who were Ebionites, or who favoured their opinions. 
As Hegesippus wrote in Greek, he must have been acquainted 
with the Greek Gospels, and therefore must have quoted 
that of the Hebrews from choice, and not from necessity. 

Lastly, the manner in which Hegesippus speaks of James 
the Just, is much more that of an Unitarian, than of a Trinz- 
tarian.—* James the Just,” says Eusebius, “ is represented 
by Hegesippus as saying, Why do you ask me concerning 
Jesus the son of man?” * This looks as if both James and 
the historian were Unitarians; the phrase son of man, being 
probably synonymous to a prophet, or a person having a 
divine commission, and certainly not implying any nature 
properly divine. 

Valesius, the learned commentator on Eusebius, has inti- 
mated a suspicion, that the works of Hegestppus, as well as 
those of Papias and the Hypotyposes of Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, Were neglected and lost, on account of. the errors 
they were supposed to contain. t This I cannot help think- 
ing highly probable, and those errors could hardly be any 
other than. the Unitarian doctrine, and the things connected 
with it. Indeed, there were no errors of any consequence 
ascribed to that early age besides those of the Gnostics and 
of the Unitarians. ‘The former certainly were not those that 
Valesius could allude to with respect to Hegesippus, because 
this writer mentions the Gnostzcs very particularly as heretics, 
Though Clemens Alexandrinus was not an Unitarian, yet he 
never calls Unitarians Aeretzcs ; and since, in his account of 
heretics in general, which are pretty frequent in his works, 
he evidently means the Gnostzcs only, and therefore virtually 
excludes Unitarians from that description of men; it is by 
no means improbable but that, in those writings of his which 
are lost, he might have said things directly in favour of Uni- 
tarians. 

In this passage Vadestus also mentions the writings of Pa- 
pias, as having, in his opinion, been lost for the same reason. 
Now Papias has certainly been supposed to be an Ebionite. 
Mr. Whiston has made this very probable from a variety of 
circumstances. ~ In the same tract he gives his reasons for 


* Ti me emepwrale περι Ince re tie τ ανῦρωπθ; Hist. L. ii. C. xxiii. p. 79. (P.) 

+ “ Porro ii Clementis libri continebant brevem et compendiariam utriusque 
testamenti expositionem, ut testatur Photius in bibliotheca. Ob errores autem 
quibus scatebant, negligentius habiti, tandem perierunt. Nec alia, meo quidem 
judicio, causa est, cur Papize et Hegesippi, aliorumque veterum libri interciderint.” 
In Euseb, Hist. L. y.C. xi. (P.) 

1 See his Account of the Ceasing of Miracles, p. 18. (P.) 
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supposing Hegesippus to have been an Ebionite, and he 
expresses his wonder, “ that he should have had the good 
fortune to be so long esteemed by the learned for a Catho- 
lic.’ In this Mr. Whiston may be supposed to have been 
sufficiently impartial, as he was an Arzan, aud expresses 
great dislike of the Ebzonites, as indeed Arians always have 
done. 

It is to be lamented that we know so very little of the his- 
tory of the Jewish Christians. We are informed, that they 
retired to Pella, a country to the east of the sea of Galilee, 
on the approach of the Jewish war, that many of them 
returned to Jerusalem when that war was over, and that they 
continued there till the city was taken by Adrian. But what 
became of those who were driven out of the city by Adrian, 
does not appear. It is most probable that they joined their 
brethren at Pella, or Perea, in Syria, from whence they had 
come to reside at Jerusalem ; and indeed what became of the 
whole body of the ancient Christian Jews, (none of whom 
can be proved to have been Trinitarzans,) I cannot tell. 
Their numbers, we may suppose, were gradually reduced, 
till at length they became extinct. I hope, however, we 
shall hear no more of them as an evidence of the antiquity 
of the Trinitarian doctrine. + 

A few of the Nazarenes remained, as Epiphanius says, 
in the Upper Thebais and Arabia. He also speaks of the 
Elwonites as existing in his own time, and joined by the 
Ossens.+ Austin says that they were in small numbers even 
in his time. ὃ 


CHAPTER XIII. 


Unitarianism was the Doctrine of the primitive Gentile 


Churches. 


Havine proved, as I think I may presume that I have 
done, to the satisfaction of every impartial reader, that the 
great body of Jewzsh Christians always were, and to the last 
continued to be, Unztarians ; believing nothing concerning 


* Account of the Ceasing of Miracles, pp. 21, &c. (P.) 

+ See Vol. XVIII. p. 180. 

Τ Μόνοι δὲ τινες ev σπάνει ευρισκον]αι, ἡ mov ἕις, ἡ δυο Νασαρηνοι ὕπερ τήν ἄνω Θηξαιδα, 
και ἐπέκεινα τῆς Δραξιας. Heer. xx. Opera, I. p. 46. (P.) 

§ *lisunt quos Faustus Symmachianorum vel Nazarenorum, nomine commemo- 
ravit, qui usque ad nostra tempora jam quidem in exigua, sed adhuc tamen vel in 
ipsa, paucitate perdurant.” Contra Faustum Man., Opera, VI. p. 351; (P.) 
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the pre-existence or divinity of Christ, it may with certainty 
be concluded, that the Genéz/e converts were also universally 
Unitarians in the age of the apostles, and that, of course, the 
great majority of the common people must have continued 
to be so for a very considerable time. There is no maxim, 
the truth of which is more fully verified by observation and 
experience, than that great bodies of men do not soon, or 
without great causes, change their opinions. * And the 
common people among Christians, haying no recollection of 
the apostles having taught the pre-existence or divinity of 
Christ, would not soon receive such strange doctrines from 
any other quarter. 

In what manner the speculative and philosophizing Chris- 
tians came to receive these doctrines, and what plausible 
arguments they used to recommend them, I have fully 
explained. But such causes would affect the learned long 
before they reached the unlearned; though, in time, the 
opinions of those who are respected for their knowledge, 
never fail to diffuse themselves among the common people, 
as we see to be the case in matters of philosophy, and specu- 
lation in general. 

Actual phenomena, I shall undertake to shew, correspond 
to this hypothesis, viz. that the Gentile Christians were at 
first universally Unetarians; that for a long time a majority 
of the common people continued to be so, being, till after the 
Council of Nice, pretty generally in communion with the 
Trinitarians, without abandoning their own opinion. — It 
will also appear, from the most indisputable evidence, that 
the Arian hypothesis, which makes Christ to have been a 
great pre-existent spirit, the maker of the world, and the 
giver of the law of Moses, was equally unknown to the 
learned and to the unlearned, till the age of Arius himself. 
As to the opinion of Christ having. been a pre-existent 
spirit, but either not the maker of world, or not the giver of 
the law, it is quite modern, being entirely unknown to any 
thing that can be called antiquity. 


SECTION 1. 


Presumptive Evidence that the Majority of the Gentile 
Christians in the Early Ages were Unitarians. 


Born the strongest presumptions, and the most direct 
positive evidence, shew that the common people among the 


* See Vol. XVIII. p. 204. 
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Gentile Christians, were Unitarians, at least between two 
and three hundred years after the promulgation of Christi- 
anity. 

1. That Unitarians must have been in communion with 
what was in early times called the Catholic Church, is 
evident from there being no creed, or formulary of faith, 
that could exclude them. And we have seen [p. 145], that 
a creed was formed for the express purpose of excluding the 
Gnostics, who, of course, could not, and we find did not, 
join the public assemblies of Christians, but formed assem- 
blies among themselves, entirely distinct from those of the 
Catholics. | | 

There was no creed used in the Christian church, besides 
that which was commonly called the Apostles’, before the 
Council of Nice, and even after that there was no other gene- 
rally used at baptism. This creed, as has been seen, [p. 148, ] 
contains no article that could exclude Unilarians; and 
there was nothing in the public services that was calculated 
to exclude them. The bishops and the principal clergy, 
zealous for the doctrine of the Trinity, might, of their own 
accord, harangue their audiences on the subject, or they 
might pray as Trinitarians ; but if the Unitarians could bear 
with it, they might still continue in communion with them, 
there being no law or rule to exclude them. 

Accordingly, we find that all the Unitarians continued in 
communion with the Catholic Church till the time of Theo- 
dotus, about the year 200, when it is possible that, upon his 
excommunication, some of his more zealous followers might 
form themselves into separate societies. But we have no 
certain account of any separate societies of Unitarians till 
the excommunication of Paulus Samosatensis, about the 
year 250, when, after him, they were called Paulians, or 
Paulianists. Others also, about the same time, or rather 
after that time, formed separate societies in Africa, on the 
excommunication of Sabeddius, being, after him, called Sa- 
bellians. | 

9. The very circumstance of the Unitarian Gentiles hav- 
ing no separate name, is, of itself, a proof that they had no 
separate assemblies, and were not distinguished from the 
common mass of Christians. Had the Unitarians been con- 
sidered as heretics, and of course formed separate societies, 
they would as certainly have been distinguished by some 
particular name, as the Gnostics were, who were in that 
situation. But the Genéde Unitarians had no name given 
them till the time of Epiphanius, who ineffectually endea- 
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voured to impose upon them that of A/ogz. * As to the terms 
Paulians, Sabellians, Noetians, or Artemonites, they were 
only names given them in particular places from local cir- 
cumstances. 

When bodies of men are formed, distinguished from others 
by their opinions, manners, or customs, they necessarily be- 
come the subjects of conversation and writing ; and it being 
extremely inconvenient to make frequent use of periphrases, 
or descriptions, particular names will be given to them, This 
is so well known, that there can hardly be a more certain 
proof of men not having been formed into separate bodies, 
whether they were considered in a favourable or an unfavour- 
able light, than their never having had any separate name 
given them; and this was indisputably the case with the 
Gentile Unitarians for the space of more than two hundred 
years after the promulgation of Christianity. The Jewish 
Unitarians using a different language, and living in a part 
of the world remote from other Christians, had little com- 
munication with the Gentiles, and therefore, of course, had 
assemblies separate from theirs ; but for that reason they had 
a particular name, being called Lbzonites. 

The name by which the Genéde Unitarians were some- 
times distinguished before the separation of any of them from 
the Catholic church, was that of Monarchists, which was 
probably assumed by themselves, from their asserting the 
monarchy of the Father, in opposition to the novel doctrine 
of the divinity of the Son. Had it been a name given them 
by their enemies, it would probably have been of a different 
kind, and have implied some reproach. 

As to the term dlogz, given to the Unitarians by Epipha- 
nius, it may be safely concluded, that it was imposed on a 
false pretence, viz. their denying the authenticity of the 
writings of the apostle John, and their ascribing them to 
Cerinthus, for which there is no evidence besides his own; 
and he does not pretend to have had it from the Unitarians 
themselves. It is sufficiently evident that there could not 
have been any Christians who rejected all the writings of 
John before the time of Eusebius, who considers very parti- 
cularly the objections that had been made to the genuineness 
of all the books of the New Testament. And that the same 
people should reject these books after the time of Eusebius, 


* Φασκεσι τοινυν os Αλογοι" Faviny yap αὐτοις Ti qs THY ἐπωνυμιαγ' ἀπὸ yap τῆς Serge 
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and not before, is highly improbable. Epiphanius himself 
ascribes this rejection to the Adogz in general, and not to 
those of his time only; and he supposes “ the heresy of Alogi 
to have been an old one, of which that of Theodotus was a 
branch.” * 

The proof that Oregen, Chrysostom, and the Fathers in 
general, give of their not being heretics, is, that they had no 
particular name, besides that of Christians. All, therefore, 
that Chrysostom and others could allege, as a proof that 
themselves and their friends were of the orthodox faith, and 
no heretics, might have been alleged by the whole body of 
Unitarians before the time of Theodotus. 

5. This argument will have double force, if we consider 
how exceedingly obnoxious the sentiments of the Unzlarzans 
must have appeared, if they had been different from those of 
the generality of Christians at that time. In what light they 
would have been regarded then, may be easily judged of by 
the treatment which they receive at present, wherever the 
Trinitarian doctrine is established, and that of the Unitarians 
is professed by the smaller number. In these circumstances, 
it is a fact which no person can deny, that Unitarians have, 
in all countries, been regarded with the greatest possible 
abhorrence, and treated as impious blasphemers. It is con- 
sidered as a great stretch of moderation to tolerate them at all. 
There are many instances in which even Arians would not 
allow that the Unitarians were Christians. This now would 
certainly have been the case in the primitive times, if the 
Unitarians had been in the same situation; that is, if they had 
been the mznority, and Trinitarians, or even Arians, the ma- 
jority. For, human nature being the same, the influence of 
the same circumstances will likewise be the same, as univer- 
sal experience shews. Tor no sooner were the Trznztarians 
the majority, and had the favour of government, than they 
took the severest measures against those who openly avowed 
themselves to be Unitarians. ‘The same also was their treat- 
ment from the Arians, when they were in power, as the 
history of Photenus testifies. 

It is well known with what severity Calvin proceeded 
against Servetus, | when the doctrine which he defended 


* Aveon wad Θεοδοτίο» τις αποσπασι ὑπῶρχωὼν εκ τῆς τυροειρημενῆς Adaya diperews. 
Her. liv. Opera, 1. p. 402. (P.) 

+ See Vol. X. pp. 269—272. Eight years after the death of Servetus, his mis- 
judging persecutor still gloried in this severity. ~ Volzaire quotes Calvin's ‘ letter, 
written with bis own hand,”’ and “ still preserved in the Castle of Bastie Roland, near 
Montelimar. It is directed to the Marquis de Poet, high-chamberlain of the king 
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was far from being novel, and Calvin himself was exposed 
to persecution. Even in these circumstances he thought that 
to write against the doctrine of the Trinity was a crime for 
which burning alive was no more than an adequate punish- 
ment ; and almost all the Christian world, not excepting - 
even the meek Melancthon, justified his proceedings. Now, 
since the minds of men are in all ages similarly affeeted in 
similar circumstances, we may conclude, that the Unitarian 
doctrine, which was treated with so much respect when it 
was first mentioned, was in a very ditferent predicament 
then, from what it was at the time of the Reformation. The 
difference of majority and minority, and nothing else, can 
account for this difference of treatment. 

4, Another, and no inconsiderable argument in favour 
of the antiquity of the proper Unitarian doctrine among 
Christians, may be drawn from the rank and condition of 
those who held it in the time of Tertullian. He calls 
them szmplices et wdiote, that is, common or unlearned 
people; and such persons are certainly most likely to 
retain o/d opinions, and are always far less apt to inno- 
vate than the learned, because they are far less apt to 
speculate. Whenever we endeavour to trace the oldest 
opinions in any country, we always inquire among the 
ediote, the common people; and if they believe one thing, 
and the learned another, we may conclude with certainty, 
that whichever of them be ¢rwe, or the more probable, those 
of the common people were the more ancient, and those of 
the learned and speculative the more novel of the two. * 

In most cases the more novel opinions are most likely to 
be true, considering the gradual spread of knowledge, and the 
general prevalence of prejudice and error; but in some cases 
the probability is on the side of the more ancient opinions ; 
and it is evidently so in this. The true doctrine concerning 
the person of Christ must be allowed to have been held by 
the apostles. They, no doubt, knew whether their Master 
was only a man like themselves, or their Maker. Their im- 
mediate disciples would receive and maintain the same doc- 
trine that they held, and it must have been some time before 
any other could have been introduced, and have spread to 
auy extent, and especially before it could have become the 


of Navarre.” Speaking of “ zealous scoundrels who stir up the people to revolt,” 
Calvin says, ““ Such monsters should be exterminated, as 1 have exterminated 
et Servetus, the Spaniard.” See Wright's Apology for Servetus, 1806, p. 
250. 

* See Vol. ΧΥ ΠῚ. p. 23; Belsham's Calm Inquiry, 1814, pp. 419, 420. 
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prevailing opinion. We naturally, therefore, look for the 
genuine doctrine of Christianity, concerning the person of 
Christ, among those who, from their condition and circum- 
stances, were most likely to maintain the old opinion, rather 
than among those who were most apt to receive a new one. 
Surely, then, we have a better chance of finding the truth on 
this subject among these zdiote, the common and unlearned 
people, than with such men as Jusien Martyr, who had been 
a Heathen philosopher, Zreneus, or any other of the learned 
and speculative Christians of the same age. * 

On the contrary, supposing the Christian religion to Have 
been gradually corrupted, and that, in a long course of time, 
the corrupt doctrine should become the most prevalent among 
the common people; the reformation of it, by the recovery of 
the genuine doctrine, is naturally to be looked for among the 
learned and the inquisitive, who, in all cases, will be the 
innovators. This is remarkably the case in the present state 
of things. The common people in the Roman Catholic 
countries are bigots to the old established faith, while the 
learned are moderate, and almost Protestants. In Protestant 
countries the common people still adhere most strongly to 
the doctrine of their ancestors, or those which prevailed 
about the time of the Reformation, while the learned are every 
where receding farther from them ; they being more inqui- 
sitive and more enlightened than the uninquiring vulgar. 
But still, if any man should propose simply to inquire what 
were the opinions most generally received in this country a 
century ago, (which was about the space that intervened 
between Victor and the time of the apostles,) we should think 
him very absurd, if he should look for them among the learn- 
ed, rather than among the common people. We have expe- 
rience enough of the difficulty with which the bulk of the 
common people are brought to relinquish the faith of their 
ancestors. Ὁ | 

Dissenters in England are well situated for judging of the 
truth of the general maxim, that large bodies of men do not 
soon change their opinions. Notwithstanding the Dissen- 
ters have no legal bonds, but are perfectly free to adopt what- 
ever opinions they please; yet, as they were universally 
Calvinists at the time of the Reformation, they are very 
generally so still. The ministers, as might be expected, are 
the most enlightened, and have introduced some reformation. 


* See Vol. XVIII. pp. 23, 24, + See ibid. p, 24. 
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among the common people ; but a majority of the ministers 
are, 1 believe, still Calvinists. ὃς 

No person at all acquainted with history can entertain a 
doubt with respect to the general maxim, that great bodies 
of men do not soon change their opinions. It appeared 
when our Saviour and the apostles preached the gospel with 
all the advantage of miracles, and it appeared in the Cbris- 
tianizing of the Gentile world. How long did the ignorant 
country people, in particular, continue Pagans, a word bor- 
rowed from their being chiefly the inhabitants of villages ! 
Does not the history both of the corruption and of the refor- 
mation of Christianity prove the same thing? How many 
yet believe the doctrine of Transubstantiation ! And, what 
{ think as much a case in point, how many yet believe the 
doctrine of the Trinity! ¢ 

Is it then at all probable, that when the doctrine of the 
simple humanity of Christ is acknowledged to have been 
held by the zdivte or common people, and ‘who are expressly 
said to have been the greater part of the believers, (major 
eredentium pars, ) this should not have been the general opin- 
ion acentury before that time ; but, on the contrary, that of 
the deity of Christ, which was held by Tertuddzan and other 
learned Christians, and who speak of the common people as 
being shocked (expavescunt ) at their doctrine? Sufficient 
cause may be assigned why the learned in that age should 
be inclined to adopt any opinion which would advance the 
personal dignity of their Master; and the same causes would 
produce the same effect among the common people, but it 
would be more slowly, and acquire more time, as appears to 
have been the fact. t 

It may be said that the testimony of Tertullian i is expressly 
contradicted by Justin Martyr, who, (in giving an account 
of the circumstances in which the Péatonze philosophy 
agreed, as he thought, with the doctrine of Moses, but with 
respect to which he supposed that Plato had borrowed from 
Moses,) mentions the following particulars, viz. the power 
which was after the first God, or the dogos, ‘* Assuming the 
figure of a cross in the universe, borrowed from the fixing 
up of a serpent (which represented Christ) in the form of a 
cross in the Wilderness; and a third principle, borrowed 
from the Spirit which Moses said moved on the face of the 
water at the creation; and also the notion of some jre or 


* See Vol. XVIII. pp. 173, 174. 1 See ibid. p. 174. 
1 See ibid. p. 44. 
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conflagration, borrowed from some figurative expressions in. 
Moses, relating to the anger of God waxing hot. These 
things, he says, we do not borrow from others, but all others 
from us. With us you may hear and learn these things from 
those who do not know the form of the letters, and who are 
rude and barbarous of speech, but wise and understanding 
in mind, and from some who are even lame and blind, so 
that you may be convinced that these things are not said by 
human wisdom, but by the power of God.” * 

But all that we can infer from this passage is, that these 
common people had learned from Moses that the world was 
made by the power and wisdom (or the logos) of God ; that 
the serpent in the Wilderness represented Christ ; and that 
there was a spirit of God that moved on the face of the 
waters: in short that these plain people had been at the 
source from which Plato had borrowed his philosophy. It 
is by no means an explicit declaration that these common 
people thought that the logos and the spirit were persons 
distinct from God. Justin was not writing with a view to 
that question, as Tertullian was, but only meant to say 
how much more knowledge was to be found among the 
lowest of the Christians, than among the wisest of the 
Heathen philosophers. : 

Besides, Jusézn is here boasting of the knowledge of these 
lower people, and it favoured his purpose to make it as con- 
siderable as he could; whereas, Tertullian is complaining of 
the circumstance which he mentions ; so that nothing but 
the conviction of a disagreeable truth could have extorted 
it from him. The same was the case with respect to Atha- 
nasius. 

That the common people in Justzn’s time should under- 
stand his doctrine concerning the personification of the logos, 
is in itself highly improbable. That this logos, which was 
originally in God the same thing that reason is in man, 
should, at the creation of the world, assume a proper per- 
sonality, and afterwards animate the body of Jesus Christ, 
either in, addition toa human soul, or instead of it, is not 
only very absurd, but also so very abstruse, that it is in the 
highest degree improbable, @ przorz, that the common people 
should have adopted it. The Scriptures, in which they were 


* Ov τὰ avila ovy ἥμεις ἀλλοις δοξαζομεν, αλλ᾽ ὦπανϊες ra ἡμεῖερα μιίμεμενοι λεγεσι" 
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επιςάμενων, ἰδιωτῶν μὲν καὶ βαρξαρων το φθεγμα, copwy δὲ καὶ Wiswy Toy vey ονΐων, καὶ 
πσήρῶν καὶ χήρων τινων Tas oWers’ ὡς συνεῖναι, ov copie ανϑρωπειφι Tavia yeyovevas, ἀλλα 


δυνάμει Θεου λεγεσῦα:. Apol. Ρ. 88. (P) 
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chiefly conversant, could never teach them arty such thing, 
and they could not have been capable of entering into the 
philosophical refinements of Justin on the subject. Whereas, 
that the common people should have believed, as Tertullian 
and Athanasius represent them to have done, viz. that there 
is but one God, and that Christ was a man, the messenger 
or prophet of God, and no second God at all, (the rival as it 
were of the first God,) is a thing highly credible in itself, 
and therefore requires less external evidence, 

5. Another ground of presumption, that the Unztarians 
were not considered as heretics, or indeed in any obnoxious 
light, and consequently of their being in very great numbers 
in early times, is, that no treatises were written against them. 
As soon as ever Gnostics made their appearance, they were 
censured with the greatest severity, and express treatises 
were written against them. Whereas the Unitarians were 
first mentioned without any censure at all, afterwards with 
very little; and no treatise was written expressly against 
them before Tertudizan’s against Praxeas, with whom he was, 
on other accounts, much offended. About the same time, 
it is supposed that Carus wrote the treatise called “The 
Little Labyrinth,” quoted by Eusebius. Before this time 
there were some voluminous writers among Christians, and 
several treatises were written expressly against heresy, but 
all the heresies then noticed were those of the Gnostics. 
Ireneus’s treatise against heresy shews, that the Gnostics 
only were considered as coming under that description. 
The Ebionites indeed are censured in it, but no mention 
is made of the Gentile Unitarians, though they were the 
majority of the common people among Christians a long 
time after this. | 

His censure of Gentile Unitarians. is, at least, indirect, 
as they held the same doctrine concerning Christ that the 
Ebionites did; and it must always be considered, that 
Ireneus lived in Gaul, where there were no Ebionites, and 
perhaps not many Unitarians, as they abounded most in 
those countries in which Christianity was first planted. 
᾿ Theophilus of Antioch, about the year 170, wrote against 
heresies, but only his book against Marcion is mentioned by 
Eusebius.** He also mentions many of the works of Meltto, 
bishop of Sardis, but none of them were against the Unita- 
rians.¢ Rhodon, he also says, wrote against the Marcionites, Ὁ 


* Hist. La iv. C. xxiv. p. 187. (P.) + Ibid. C, xxvi. p, 188. (P.) 
1 Lbid. Lv. C. xiii p. 455. (P.) 
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We have also the first book of a large work of Origen’s against 
heresy ; and it is very evident, as I have observed, from his 
introduction, that he had no view to any besides the Gnostics. 
Can it be doubted then, but that there would have been 
treatises written expressly against Unitarians long before 
the time of Tertudizan, if they had been considered in any 
obnoxious light, or had not been a very great majority of the 
Christian world ? 

6. That the Unitarzan doctrine was very prevalent, even 
among learned Christians, in the age which followed that of 
the apostles, and was then supposed to be that which was 
taught by them, may, with considerable probability, be 
inferred from the Clementene Homilies, and Recognitions, of 
which some account was given, pp. 63, 64. What is particu- 
larly remarkable relating to this work (for the two were origi- 
nally the same) is, that, though it was written by a philosopher, 
and upon subjects which related to the doctrine concerning 
the person of Christ, it contains no mention of that doctrine 
which made so great a figure afterwards, and which in time 
bore down all before it, viz. that of the personification of the 
logos. No person, I should think, could peruse that work 
with care, without concluding, that the orthodoxy of the 
subsequent period had made but little progress then.. The 
same questions are discussed, and the same objections are 
answered, but on quite different principles, and without tak- 
ing the least notice of any different principles. 

If we cannot infer from this circumstance, that such a 
system as that of Justen Martyr, or the orthodoxy of the third 
century, did not exist, or was not much prevalent, so as to 
have attracted much notice, in the second; it must at least 
be allowed, as 1 observed before, that the writer of this work, 
being indisputably a man of genius and learning, would 
ascribe to Peter and Clement such opinions, and such a mode 
of answering the Gnostics, as he thought would pass for 
theirs. And as the work was probably a very popular one, 
from the different editions and modifications of it, (being 
published afterwards with drzan, and again with Trinzéartan 
adulterations,) and used, as Epiphanius says, by the Ebto- 
nites as a sacred book, we may likewise infer, that the theo- 
logical doctrines of it were generally éhoughé to be those of 
the apostolic age, though with such additions as the philo- 
sophy of the times could supply. A man must have had. 
less knowledge and less judgment than the writer of this 
work was evidently possessed of, to have put into the mouths 
of Peter and Clement, Unitarian doctrines, and Unitarian 
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modes of answering the Gnostics, if it had not been supposed 
that Peter and Clement, though no philosophers, were at 
least Unitarians. | 

To the passages quoted from this work before, I shall here 
add another, in which, contrary to the orthodox doctrine of 
the world not having been made by God himself, but by the 
logos, and without noticing any such doctrine, he gives a fine 
enumeration of the attributes of the one true God, and 
represents him as the demiurgus, the immediate maker of the 
world, and all the several parts of it, the heavens and the 
heavenly bodies, the earth and water, mountains and seas, 
fountains and fruits, &c. &c. * 

Dr. Lardner observes, that the Clementine Homilies and 
Recognitions ** may deserve a more particular examination 
than has yet been given them.”+ And, indeed, in the view 
in which I have mentioned them, and also in many others, 
they are justly entitled to it; as they contain a particular 
account of the opinions of those times, especially of the 
manner in which Christianity was treated and defended by 
philosophers. More may be learned concerning the theology 
and philosophy of those times, from this single work, than 
from many others. It is true that the philosophical doctrines 
in it are absurd enough; but the age afforded no better, and 
they are exhibited in a very pleasing dress. 


SECTION If. 


Direct Evidence in Favour of the Gentile Christians having 
been generally Unitarians. 


_ Bur there is no occasion to argue in this manner from 
circumstances and the nature of the thing, since it appears 
from the evidence of all history, so as never to have been 
questioned by any writer of reputation, that the Unztarcans 
had not any places of worship separate from those of other 
Christians in early times. It was allowed by Moshem, a 


* Aw, ὦ τεκνὸν Κλημής, ἐπεχε, μὴ αλλο τι φρονησῆς περι TA Θεου, ἡ ὅτι aviog μον» esiy 
Θεῦς, καὶ κυρ», καὶ πτατηρ, ἀγαθός καὶ δικαιν, δημιθργος, μακροῦυμος, ἐλεήμων, τροφεὺς 
evepyelys, φιλανϑρωπιαν νομιὔευων, ὧγνειαν συμβελευων, cians, αἰωνιθς πίων, ἀσυγκριὉ», 
ταις των ἀγαθων ψυχαῖς οικιζομιεν», αχωρητῶν καὶ χωρεμενν, ὃ εν ἀπειρῷ τὸν μέγαν 
above ὡς κεντρον πηξας, ὃ spavoy epamrwous, και γὴν πιλωσᾶς, ὕδωρ ταμιευσας, ας ρῶ εν 
epayp Biavters, πσηγᾶς γῆς βρυσας, καρπὸς εκῴφυσας, ὁρὴ ὕψωσας, ϑαλασσαν περιορισᾶς, 
ἄνεμες Texas πνευμαῖα δια]ωαξας" ὁ τὸ τεριεχον σώμα ἐν ὠπειρῳ πελάγει πυευμαῖε βολης 
ἀσφαλης ἀσφαλισάμενος. Hom. it. Sect. xlv. p. 632. (P.) 
~ + Credibility, I. p. 804, (P) Works, U1. pp. 358, 359. 
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zealous Trinitarian, who says, ‘* However ready many have 
been to embrace this erroneous doctrine, it does not appear 
that this sect formed to themselves a separate place of wor- 
ship, or removed themselves from the ordinary assemblies of 
Christians.” * But does it not also follow from the same 
fact, that these Unitarians were not expelled from Christian 
societies by others, as they certainly would haye been, if 
they had been considered as heretics ? 

‘In former times,” says Necephorus, ‘all who were called 
Christians, though they held different opinions, being consi- 
dered in the same light by the Gentiles, and suffering from 
them, made little account of their differences, while they 
were exposed to equal hardships, on which account they 
easily joined in the common assemblies; and having fre- 
quent intercourse, while they were few in number, did not 
divide into parties.” + In these circumstances, however, 
the Gnostzcs held separate assemblies, and as the violence of 
persecution did not make the orthodox receive them into 
their assemblies, so neither would they have admitted the 
Unitarians, if they had been at all obnoxious to them, 

That Unitarians were included among those who, holding 
different opinions, were considered by the orthodox as fellow- 
christians, is evident from the following passage of Origen; 
but it will be more evident from other passages which | 
shall have occasion to quote from him hereafter. It is only to 
be observed, that the Unitarians are here described as being 
Patripassians ; but these were only the more philosophical of 
the Unitarians, as I shall shew in its proper place. ‘It is 
allowed,” he says, ‘‘that as in the great multitude of be- 
lievers, who admit of difference of opinion, there are some 
who say that the Saviour is God over all ; but we do not say 
so, who believe him whea he said, ‘My Father is greater 
than Ὁ 8 

Eusebius, describing two sorts of heretics, one of whom 
denied the humanity of Christ, and the other his pre-exis- 
tence and divinity, says, that the former were out of the 


* Eccles, Hist. 1. pp. 190, 191. (P.) Cent. ii. Pt. ii. Ch. v. Sect. xx. 

+ Ἐπὶ μὲν yap τῶν avo χρόνων ὅσοι κλήσει Χρις-8 ἐσεμνυνονῖο, εἰ και διαφοροι ταις Sob ats 
noay, oor Wavles τῦρος των τὰ “Ἕλληνων σαυμαζονἼων ενομιΐζον]ο" καὶ κώκως εξ ἐκεινῶν Wac~ 
Xovlec, απολυπρογμονηῖον To διακρινεσῆῦαι εἰχον, κοινῶς ὑφιςάμενοι συμφορας" διῶ τι καὶ 
pasa καὶ ἑαυ]δς συνιονῆες, ἐεκκλησιαζον" munvyy τε τὴν ὄμιλαν Exovlec, εἰ δὲ ολιγοῖ Nou, 
ὅμως οὐκ εἰς πσολλώ διελυϑσησαν. Hist. L. viii. C. lii. 1. p. 661. (P.) ὲ 

1 Esw de, τινὰς ὡς ev wander wisevoviwy, καὶ δεχομένων διαφωνίαν, διῶ τὴν τοροπεῖειαν 
ἀποτιδεσαι Tov σωηρα εἰναι Toy ἐπὶ τσώσι Θεον᾿ AA’ ours γε ἥμεις “τοιδῖον, δι τσειδίομιενοι 
αὐτῷ λεγονῖι, Ὃ warno, 6 σεμψας με, μείζων wa ess. Ad Celsum, L. viii. p. 387. (P-) 
See Vol. XVIII. p. 107. (P.) 
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church ; but he is so far from saying the same of the latter, 
that he particularly complains that Marcedlus, one of them, 
even presided in it, being then bishop of Ancyra, * 

That Chrysostom considered almost all the Christians as 
being Unitarians in the age of the apostles has been shewn 
already [p. 429]; and yet he says, that “‘in their time there 
was. no heresy.” ¢ This, however, could not be strictly true, 
because there were Gnostics in the time of the apostles; but 
they were few compared with their numbers afterwards. 
On this account, it is said by several of the ancients, that 
heresy began in the time of Adrian, when the most distin- 
guished of the Gnostics made their appearance. Cyprian 
says, that ‘‘ the worst of the heresies did not arise till after 
the time of the apostles.” t 

That the common people among Christians were actually 
Unitarzans in the early ages, and believed nothing of the pre- 
existence or divinity of Christ, before the Council of Nice, 
we have as express a testimony as can be desired in the case. 
These sublime doctrines were thought to be above their 
comprehension, and to be capable of being understood and 
received by the learned only. This we see most clearly in 
the general strain of Origen’s writings, who was himself a 
firm believer and a zealous defender of the pre-existence 
and divinity of Christ. 

“‘ This,” says he, ‘‘ we ought to understand, that, as the 
law was a shadow of good things to come, so is the gospel 
as it is understood by the generality. But that which John 
calls the everlasting gospel, and which may be more properly 
called the spzrztuad, instructs the intelligent very clearly con- 
cerning the Son of God. Wherefore the gospel must be 
taught both corporeally and spiritually, and when it is neces- 
sary, we must preach the corporeal gospel, saying to the 
carnal, that we know nothing but Jesus Christ and him 
crucified. But when persons are found confirmed in the 
spirit, bringing forth fruit in it, and in love with heavenly 


* Tay yap ἑτεροδοξων, δι μεν, μὴ Whoever μηδὲ τοροὔύπαρχειν τὸν vioy Tov Θεου φανῖες, 
avSpwmoy εἰναι avTov τοις λοιποῖς ὅμοιον ὑποΐεμιενοι εξ ἀνρωπου, ὑϊοδεσιφ τε]ιμησῖαι avioy 
εφασαν, καὶ τεῆς δονῆες, aSavaloy και αἸελευ]η)ον aviy τιμὴν καὶ δοξαν και βασίλειαν αἰωνιον 
ὡμολογησαν" δι δὲ τὸν ay pwmoy αρνήσαμενοι ὗιον εἰναι Θεου, Θεὸν wooovla ὑφες-ησανο" arn’ 
δι μὲν τῆς ἐκκλήσιας φλλοτριοι, μέχρι τοσεῖ8 WAayns ἐλασαν' ὃ δὲ τῆς ἐκκλησιᾶς του Θεου 
τοσουΐοις καπηγησαμεμος χρόνοις, τὴν ὕπαρξιν ἀναιρει Te tie τ Θεου τῷ αντϑ λειζθργησας 
δυσιας-ριῳ. Cont arcellum, I. p.33. (P.) 

t+ Tole rover, juin. εκηρυτῖον avila kala τὴν οἰκεμενὴην πῶσαν, ιρεσις ϑδεμιῶ ἤν. Ser. 
Ixi. Opera, V. p. 809. (P.) 

{ “ Et hoc, cum nondum heretice pestes acriores prorupissent.” LEpist. i. 
Opera, pp. 211,219, (P.) 
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wisdom, we must impart to them the logos returning from 
his bodily state, in that he was in the beginning with God.”* 

«Some are adorned with the logos itself, but others with a 
logos which is a-kin to it, and seeming to them to be the 
true logos; who know nothing -but Jesus Christ and him 
crucified, who look at the word made flesh.”+ . 

‘There are,” says he, “‘who receive the logos which was 
from the beginning, the logos that was with God, and the 
logos that was God, as Hosea, Isaiah, and Jeremiah, and 
others who speak of the logos as the logos of the Lord, 
and the logos that was with Him; but there are others who 
know nothing but Jesus Christ and him crucified, the logos 
that was made flesh, thinking they have entirely embraced the 
logos when they acknowledge Christ according to the flesh. 
Such is the multitude of those who are called Christians.” + 

Again, he says, ‘The multitudes” (that is, the great mass 
or body) ‘of believers are instructed in the shadow of the 
logos, and not in the true logos of God, which is in the open 
heaven.” 

But nothing can be more decisive than the evidence of 
Tertullian to this purpose, who, in the following passage, 
which is too plain and circumstantial to be misunderstood 
by any person, positively asserts, though with much peevish- 
ness, that the Unitarians, who held: the doctrine of the 


divinity of Christ in abhorrence, were the greater part of 
Christians in his time. 


** The simple, the ignorant, and unlearned, who are always 


* Και relo δὲ εἰδεναι expyy, ὅτι ὥσπερ ext γομίθ» σκιῶν παρέχων τῶν μελλονίων ayatoy, 
ὕπο τϑ κατ᾽ αληδειαν καταγελλομενδ. νομιδ δηλδμεένων, ὅτω καὶ εὐωγίζελιον σκιῶν μυς-ἡρίων 
Xpice διδωσχκει, To νομίζομενον ὕπο ττανῆων των evtuyxavoviov νοεισίδαι. ‘O δὲ φησιν Ιωανγῆς 
ἐυαγελιον ἀιωνιον, ομκείως ay λεχισησομενον πνευμαἦικον, σαῴως πταριςσι τοῖς νοσι τῶ 
wayla ενωπιον wep vie τῷ Θεου.---Διοπερ ὠνωγκαιὸν πνευμα]ικως καὶ σωμαῆικως Χριςια- 
widely" καὶ Ome μὲν χρὴ τὸ σωμά]ικον κηρυσσειν evaylersor, φασκπκονῖα peqdev εἰδέναι τοις 
σῶρκικοις ἡ ἴησδν Χριςον nau τ87ον ἐςαυρωμενον, τ87ον τσοιηεον ἐπᾶν de ἑυρεῦωσι noel otic 
μενοι τῷ τνευμαῖῆι, καὶ κωρποφορδνῖες ἐν αὐτῳ, Epwvles Te βρανιε σοφιας, μεταδοεον αὐυῇοις 
Tov λόγου, exaveAtov@y amo tov σεσαρκωσέται, ep’ ὁ yy εν aprxn wos τὸν Θεὸν. Comment. 
in Johan. 11. p. 9. (P.) See Vol. XVIII. p. 198. 

tO: μὲν yap αὐτῷ τῷ λογῷ κεκοσμηνῖαι. ‘Or δὲ πταρακειμενῳ τινὶ αὐτῷ, καὶ δοκεντι 
Eel AUT τῷ τορωΐῳ λόγῳ, δι μηδὲν ειδοῦες, εἰ μη Τησεν Χριςτον, καὶ Talov ες αὐρώμενον, δι τὸν 
Aoyoy capa ὅρων]ες. Comment. in Johan. Il. p. 40. (P.) 

1 ‘Out τοινυν δι μὲν τινες μετεχδσιν αὐτοῦ του εν ὠρχῇ λόγου, καὶ προς τὸν Θεὸν λογου, 
και Θεοῦ λόγου, ὦσπερ ‘one και σαιας καὶ Ἱερεμιᾶς, καὶ εἰ τις ἕτερος τοιϑῆον ἑαυῖον wape- 
σησεν ὡς τὸν λόγον KUpLe, ἡ τὸν λόγον γενεσῖδαι wpos αὐτον" ἕτεροι δὲ δι μηδεν εἰδοῖες εἰμὴ 
Incev Χριςον καὶ teloy ἐεςαυρώμενον, τὸν γενόμενον σωρκῶ λόγον, mo away νομίζον]ες εἰναι 
Tov Aoyou Χριςὸν καΐω σαρκα μόνον γινωσκδσι τεῖο δὲ ect τὸ ee TOY WETS EVKEVOLL 
γομιζομενων. Ibid. p.49. (P.) See Vol. XVIII. pp. 198, 199. 

§ Ta δὲ τιληϑη τῶν wemceveevan νομιζομενων τῇ σκιῷ τοῦ λογοῦ, καὶ οὐχ! TH aAnMyD 


λογῷ Θεόυ ey τῷ avewyols ουρῶνῳ tryxavovit, μαητευεται. Comment. in Johun, II. p. 
δῷ. (P.) 
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the greater part of the body of Christians, since the rule of 
faith,” meaning, probably, the Apostles’ Creed, “Ὁ transfers the 
worship of many gods to the one true God, not understanding 
that the unity of God is to be maintained but with the 
ceconomy, dread this economy ; imagining that this number 
and disposition of a Trinity is a division of the Unity. They, 
therefore, will have it that we are worshippers of two, and 
even of three Gods, but that they are the worshippers of 
one God only. We, they say, hold the monarchy. Even 
the Latins have learned to bawl out for the monarchy, and 
the Greeks themselves will not understand the ceconomy.” * 

It is hardly possible in any words to describe the state of 
things more clearly than Tertuddcan here does. It is the 
language of strong feeling and complaint, the clearest of all 
proofs that he did not mis-state things on that side, as it 
would have been for the purpose of his argument to have 
represented the Unitarians as being inconsiderable on ac- 
count of their numbers, as well as despicable on account 
of their want of learning. 

Whoever Tertullian meant by the s¢mplices and zdiote, for 
any thing that appears, he meant the whole body of them. 
His language is general and unlimited. However, I am far 
from being willing to construe him rigorously, and am ready 
to allow that some of the simple and unlearned persons he 
describes might profess to believe the doctrine of the Trinity, 
though he says nothing of it. But, making all reasonable 
deductions on this account, he asserts a palpable falsehood, 
and against himself, if a very great majority of them were 
not Unitarians. 

On the whole, it is impossible not to infer from this 
passage, that, in the:time of Tertullian, the great body of 
unlearned Christians were Unztarians. Common sense 
cannot put any other construction on this passage, and 
Tertullian is far from being singular in this acknowledg- 


* “Simplices enim quippe, ne dixerim imprudentes et idiote, qua major semper 
credentium pars est, quoniam et ipsa regula fidei 4 pluribus diis seculi, ad unicum 
et Deum verum transfert; non intelligentes unicum quidem, sed cum sua ceconomia 
esse credendum, expavescunt ad economiam. Numerum et dispositionem Trinitatis, 
divisionem prasumunt Unitatis; quando unitas ex semetipsa derivans Trinitatem, 
nou destruatur ab illo, sed administretur. Itaque duos et tres jam jactitant ἃ nobis 
preedicari, se vero uujus Dei cultores praesumunt, Quasi non et unitas irration- 
aliter collecta, heresim faciat, trinitas rationaliter expensa, veritatem coustituat. 
Monarchiam, inquiunt, tenemus. Et ita sonum vocaliter exprimunt etiam Latini, 
etiam Opici, ut putes illos tam bene intelligere monarchiam, quam enunciant. Sed 
monarchiam sonare studeut Latini, economiam intelligere nolunt etiam Graci.” 
Ad Praxeam, Sect, iii. p. 502. (P.) See Vol. XVIII. p. 191. 
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ment. It is made, in different modes, by several of the 
fathers, even later than the age of Tertullian.* 


* Some of my friends think that the evidence I have produced, in order to prove 
that the bulk of common Christians in the early ages were simply Unitarians, is 
not sufficient for the purpose. They think that “ the passage from Tertullian (quot- 
ed p. 487) proves only that the major part of Christians in his time were offended 
with the new and unintelligible notions then introduced, not of Christ's pre-exist- 
ence, but of an economy and trinity, which they could not reconcile to the super- 
macy and unity of the Deity. The like,” they say, “is true of the passages from 

Origen, in pp. 485, 486. 

But, with respect to this, 1 would observe, that if there was any evidence what- 
ever, presumptive or positive, of any Christians in those ages believing the pre-ex- 
istence of Christ, and not believing either with the Gnostics that he was ἃ pre-ex- 
istent spirit superior to the creator of the world, or with the Platonizing fathers, 
that he was the uncreated logos of the Father, their objection might have some 
weight. But there is no trace of any such thing, either among the learned or the 
unlearned. 

As to the common people of Tertullian and Origen, they certainly were not 
Gnostics, but of a character the very reverse of them; the one rude in their concep- 
tions, and the other too refined. On the other hand, they certainly did not relish 
the notion of Christ being the uncreated Jogos ; for that was part of the same system 
with the economy and trinity, at which they were so much shocked ; and there 
is no mention whatever of any intermediate kind of pre-existence, such as that of a 
created logos, till a much !ater period. 

As to the writers that have come down to us, (if we omit the author of the Clemen- 
tines, who was an Unitarian,) they were all, without exception, from Justin Martyr 
to Athanasius, Platonizing Trinitarians. 

In the whole of that period, all who held the pre-existence of Christ either believ- 
ed him to be the creator of the world, or a being superior to the creator of it. But 
the rude and simple faith, which the learned complained of, was evidently that which 
they were supposed to have derived from the primitive Jewish converts, which was 
merely founded on the consideration of the miracles and resurrection of Christ, by 
which he was only declared to be “a man approved of God, by wonders and signs, 
and mighty deeds which God did by him.” 

The pre-existence, no less than the divinity of Christ, was an article of faith which 
all the fathers say, the first Christian converts were not prepared to receive, which 
it required much caution to teach, and the enforcing of which was not seriously at- 
tempted by any of the apostles before the writing of John’s Gospel, in the very latest 
period of the apostolic age. According to this, the idea that the Jewish Christians 
must necessarily have had of Christ, was the same that they had been taught to enter- 
tain concerning the Messiah, which never went beyond that of his being aman. The 
first Gentile converts would naturally adopt the same opinion; and, considering how 
numerous the Christians were, and how they were dispersed over all the Roman 
empire, before the publication of John’s Gospel, can it be supposed that they should 
have passed in the time of Tertullian and Origen, from this simple faith, to the doc- 
trine of Christ having been the creator of the world; and so completely as that this 
opinion should have been universal even among the common people, without our 
being able to trace the progress of this prodigious change? 

Besides, it cannot be doubted but that the simple and ignorant people of Tertui- 
lian and Origen, were the same with those that were complained of by Athanasius, 
as persons of low understanding ; and these were the disciples of Paulus Samosatensis, 
οὐ proper Unitarians. They must also have been the same with the grea fidelium 
of Facundus, in a much later period; who are represented by him as having no 
higher opinion of Christ than that of Martha, Mary, and others of his disciples at 
that time, who, he says, were imperfect in faith, but not heretics. From the nature 
of the thing, the case could not have been otherwise. 

Moreover, Artemon, Theodotus, and Praxeas, against whom Tertullian wrote the 
very treatise in which he speaks of the majority of the common Christians, were 
contemporary with him, as Beryllus was with Origen; and Noetus, Sabellius, and 
Paulus Samosatensis followed within twenty years, As the disciples of all these 


ORIGINALLY UNITARIANS. A489 


That Tertud/zan considered the more simple and unlearned 
people as those among whom the Unitarian doctrine was the 
most popular, is evident from his saying, that “ the tares of 
Praxeas grew up, while many slept in the simplicity of 
doctrine.” * 

That the word zdiota in Latin, or ιδιωτὴῆς in Greek, signi- 
fies a man simply unlearned, and not a fool, would be an 
affront to the literature of my readers to attempt to prove. Ὁ 

Athanasius also, like Tertullian, acknowledged that the 
Unitarian doctrine was very prevalent among the lower class 
of people in his time. He calls them the δι σσολλοι, the many, 
and describes them as persons of low understanding. “1 
grieves,” he says, ‘ those who stand up for the holy faith, 
that the muléetude, and especially persons of low understand- 
ing, should be infected with those blasphemies. Things that 
are sublime and difficult are not to be apprehended, except 
by faith ; and ignorant people must fall, if they cannot be 
persuaded to rest in faith, and avoid curious questions.” ἢ 

This being the language of complaint, as well as that of 
Tertullian, it may be the more depended on for exhibiting 
a state of things very unfavourable to what was called the 
orthodoxy of that age. And it was not the doctrine of Arzus, 
but that of Paulus Samosatensis, that Athanasius is here com- 
plaining οἵ, | 

These humble Christians of Origen, who got no farther than 
the shadow of the logos, the simplices and ediote of Tertullian, 
and the persons of low understanding of Athanasius, were 
probably the semplices credentium of Jerome, who, he says, 


persons were proper Unitarians, it is morally impossible that Tertullian or Origen 
should refer toany other. These must have been considered as far more simple and 
ignorant than those who held the doctrine of pre-existence. 

The acknowledgments that John was the only apostle who taught with clearness 
and effect the difficult and sublime doctrines (as they were then called) of the pre- 
existence and divinity of Christ, began with Origen, and continued without inter- 
ruption to the latest period. And if these writers had uot made these acknowledg- 
ments, (which they certainly would not have done without very good redson,) the 
Scripture History alone would prove the fact, on the supposition that a sight of the 
miracles and resurrection of Christ could teach nothing more than that he was “a 
man approved of God,” and the Messiah. For neither in the Gospels, nor in the 
bev of Was. are there any traces of higher doctrines being taught. (P.) Appen- 
dix, 1786. 

* « Fructicaverant avenee Praxeane hic quoque superseminate, dormientibus 
multis in simplicitate doctrine.” Ad Praxcam, L.i.p.511. (P.) 

+ See Vol. XVIII. pp. 191, 192. 

1 Avres δὲ καὶ wy τοὺς ἀντεχόμενος τῆς γιας πίστεως, ἡ Wept τῶν αὐτῶν PAacdynusov 
βλαπτεσα τους πολλους" μαλιστα τοὺς ηλατ]ωμενους τσερι τὴν συνεσιν. Τὰ yap peyara 
καὶ δυσχαταληπῖα των πραγμαΐων wise τῇ προς Tov Θεὸν λαμξανεῖαι. ‘Over δι περι τὴν 
γνωσιν aduvarerles ἀαποπιπΊδσιν, εἰ μὴ ELT SELEY ἐμμένειν τῇ σιςει, καὶ τὰς περιεργες 
ζητήσεις ἐκτρεπεσῖγαι. De Incarnatione Verbi, contra Paulum Samosatensem, Opera, 
I. p.591. (P.) 
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‘¢did not understand the Scriptures as became their ma- 
jesty.” For had these simple Christians (within the pale 
of the church) inferred from what John says of the logos, 
and from what Christ says of himself, that he was, personally 
considered, equal to the Father, Jerome would hardly have 
said, that ‘‘ they did not understand the Scriptures according 
to their majesty,” for he himself would not pretend to a per- 
fect knowledge of the mystery of the Trinity, ‘For these 
simple Christians,” he says, ‘the earth of the people of 
God brought forth hay, as for the heretics it brought forth 
thorns.” * For the intelligent, no doubt, it yielded richer 
fruits, + 

From all these passages, and others quoted before, I can- 
not help inferring, that the doctrine of Christ being any 
thing more than a man, the whole doctrine of the eternal 
logos, who was in God, and who was God, was long consi- 
dered as a more abstruse and refined principle, with which 
there was no occasion to trouble the common people ; and 
that the doctrine of the simple humanity of Christ continued 
to be held by the common people till after the time of Atha- 
nasius, or after the Council of Nece. And if this was the 
case then, we may safely conclude, that the Unitarians 
were much more numerous in a more early period, aszit is 


well known that they kept losing, and not gaining ground, 
for several centuries. 


CHAPTER XIV. 
An Argument for the Novelty of the Doctrine of the Trinity, 


from the Manner in which it was taught and recewed in early 
Times. 


Tue subject of this chapter properly belongs to the 
Twelfth, as it relates to a cerewmstance from which it may 
be inferred, that the Unitarian doctrine was held by the 
majority of Christians in the early ages ; but I reserved it for 
a distinct consideration in this place, because it requires a 
more particular discussion, and will receive much light from 


* ¢ Quod dicitur super terram populi mei, spinze et foenum ascendent, referre 
potest et ad hereticos, et ad simplices quosque credentium, qui non ita scripturam 
intelligunt ut illius convenit majestati. Unde singula singulis coaptavimus, ut 
terra populi Dei hereticis spinas, imperitis quibusque ecclesiz fcenum afferat.” 
Jerome, in Isaiah xxxii. 20, Opera, IV. p. 118. (.) 

+ See Vol. XVIIL p. 199. 
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what was advanced both in the Twelfth and Thirteenth 
chapters. 

One proof of the anéequty of a doctrine is its being found 
among the common people, in preference to the learned ; 
the former being the least, and the latter the most apt to 
innovate ; so that from the doctrine of the simple humanity 
of Christ being held by the common people in the time of 
Tertullian, Origen, and Athanasius, it may be concluded 
with certainty, that it was the doctrine which they had 
received from their ancestors, and that it originated with the 
apostles themselves. 

There is also another mark by which we may distinguish 
what opinions are new, and what are οὐαί, whenever they are 
apprehended to be of much consequence ; and that is by the 
manner in which they are advanced by the patrons of them, 
and that in which they are received by those who disapprove 
of them. ‘The innovator will be timid and modest, and the 
asserter of an old opinion will be bold and confident. A new 
opinion will alarm and terrify ; but an old one will be treated 
with respect. This maxim we see exemplified every day, 
and in no case more remarkably than with respect to these 
very doctrines of the pre-existence and divinity of Christ. 

If we look back into the state of things in this country 
about a century, or half a century ago, we shall find the 
Trinitarians shocked at the doctrine of the humanity of 
Christ, and endeavouring to bear it down with the greatest 
confidence and violence.* On the other hand, all the 
defences of what is called the Soeznzan doctrine, were written 
with the greatest modesty, and with the air and manner of 
an apology. Let us now, by this maxim, judge how things 
stood with respect to this very doctrine in the time of Justin 
Martyr, Origen, and Tertullian. 

As the doctrine of the humanity of Christ was then chiefly 
held by the common people, who were not writers, and as 
no work of any Unitarian, written after the controversy was 
started, has been preserved to us, we labour under great 
disadvantages in this respect. But notwithstanding this, — 
circumstances enow may be collected from the writings of 
the ‘Trinitarians, to enable us to judge how both themselves, 
and the Unitarians, thought and felt with respect to it; and 
circumstances furnished in this indirect manner by adver- 
saries, are often the least suspicious intimations of the real 
state of things. 


* See Vol. V. pp. 83-85; X. pp. 359—362, 525—531, 
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On this principle, it will, I think, sufficiently appear, that 
it was with great difficulty that the generality of Christians 
were reconciled to the doctrine of the deity of Christ, and 
that of the Trinity in any form. It is evident, that the lower 
class of Christians was much staggered by it, and exceedingly 
offended when they dzd hear of it;.which could never have 
been the case if it had then been supposed to have been the 
doctrine of the apostles, and to have been delivered by them 
as the most essential article of Christian faith, in which light 
it is now-represented. Such terms as scandalizare, expaves- 
cere, &c,, used by Tertullian, Novatian, &c., and rapaccey, 
&c., by Orzgen, can only apply to the case of some novel and 
alarming doctrine, something that men had not been accus- 
tomed to. We may, therefore, take it for granted, that it had 
not been much heard of among the common people at least; 
and if so, that it had never been taught by the apostles. 

Admitting that the apostles had taught any doctrines of 
a peculiarly sublime nature, (which the fathers pretend to 
have been the case with respect to the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ,) yet, as all their teaching was in public, 
and there were no secrets among them, (Paul, for instance, 
having solemnly assured ‘“ the elders” of Ephesus, [Acts xx. 
27,| that he had “ not shunned to declare unto them all 
the counsel of God,’’) the common people must at least have 
heard of these sublime doctrines, and have been accustomed 
to the sound of the language in which they were expressed. 
And had they known that those doctrines had been taught 
by the apostles to any of their body, though not to them- 
selves, they would have learned to respect what they did not 
understand, and was not meant for their use. They could 
never have been offended and staggered at things which they 
and their fathers before them had always been in the hearing 
οἵ, 

I shall not recite in this place all the passages which shew 
how much the common people were offended at the doctrines 
of the pre-existence and divinity of Christ. Many of them 
have already passed before the eye of the reader, and many © 
others will be produced in different connexions. It will be 
found, that even at and after the Council of Mice, the Uni- 
tarians continued to speak their sentiments with the greatest 
freedom, and always exclaimed against “the prevailing doc- 
trines, as no less new than absurd. Little were those writers 
who have inadvertently recorded these circumstance aware of 
the value of the information which they were hereby giving 
to posterity. Had TYertudian, Origen, and others, thought 
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more highly than they did of the common people, we should 
probably never have known from them what their opinions 
and feelings were. But, happily for us, these writers thought 
meanly of the common people, and speaking of them with 
contempt or pity, have, without design, given us very useful 
and valuable lights into this very important circumstance in 
the history of their times. 

I shall now give an account of the manner in which the 
doctrines of the pre-existence and divinity of Christ were 
first proposed by the most learned and distinguished persons 
of their age; and we shall find that it was with much diffi- 
dence, and the air of an apology, as if they were sensible 
that the doctrines were new, and might not easily recommend 
themselves. For this purpose 1 shall, in the first place, 
produce an extract from the writings of Justen Martyr, who 
was probably the first who publicly maintained these doc- 
trines, 

He represents Trypho as saying concerning the doctrine 
of thevincarnation, ‘ [t is so extraordinary, that it can never 
be proved. That this Christ was a God, existing before the 
ages, and then born a man, is not only extraordinary, but 
ridiculous. To this I answered, I know that this doctrine 
appears strange, and especially to those of your race,” * that 
is, to the Jews. It is evident from this passage, that Justin 
‘thought that this doctrine would appear strange to others, 
ee the Jews; and, as he proceeds, it willie appear that 
he took care not to lay too much stress on this new doctrine, 
lest he should not be able to prove it satisfactorily. 

“τ will not follow that he is not the Christ, though I 
should not be able to prove that he pre-existed as God, the 
son of Him that made all things, and that he became a man 
by the virgin ; it being proved that he is the Christ, the Son 
of God, whoever he was; though [ should not prove that 
he pre-existed, but was a man of the same passions with 
ourselves, having flesh, and being subject to his Father’s 
will. It will be’ right to say,: that in this only 1 have been 
mistaken, and not that he is not the Christ, though he should 
appear to be a man born as other men are, and to be made 
Christ by election. For there are some of our race, who 
acknowledge him to be Christ, but hold that he was a man 


* Παραδοξος τις γὰρ τοῖε καὶ μη δυναμενίθν» ὅλως αποδειχθήναι ὃ δόκει μοι εἰναι" τὸ yap 
λέγειν σε, προύπαρχειν Θεὸν ovia wpe αιώνων τϑῖον τὸν Χριςον, εἰα καὶ “γεννηθηναι avOpwiray 
γενομέενον ὕπομειγαι, καὶ ὅτι οὐκ ανθρωπος εξ ἄνθρωπο, OU μόνον γῶν δοξον ὃ OoKes ἐὸν εἰναι, 
αλλώ καὶ μῶρον. Κῴγω τρὸς ravi eqpyy, οἵδ᾽ ὅτι ππαραδοξίθ. ὁ ὅ λογθ» Boxes εἰναι, καὶ μα- 
Misa τοῖς απὸ του γενὸς μων, Dial. pp. 232, 233. (P.) 
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born like other men. With them I do not agree, nor should 
I do so, though ever so many, being of the same opinion, 
should urge it upon me; because we are commanded by 
Christ himself, not to obey the teachings of men, but what 
was taught by the holy prophets and himself.” Trypho says, 
ἐς They who say that he was a man, born like other men, 
and that he became Christ by election,” that is, the appoint- 
ment of God, ““ seem to hold a doctrine more credible than 
yours. For all of us expect that Christ will be a man, born 
like other men, and that Elias will come to anoint him. If, 
therefore, this person be the Christ, he must by all means be 
a man born like other men.” * 

This diffidence of Justin’s agrees remarkably well with the 
supposition, that the Unzéarzans were originally no less than 
the whole body of Christians, and that the Trzntéarzans were 
the innovators, appearing at first modest and candid, as was 
natural while they were a small minority, though they grew 
bold and imperious when they became the majority. 

Independently of any nice construction of this passage, we 
may safely say, that if the doctrine of the simple humanity 
of Christ had not been at least a very general opinion in the 
time of Justen, he would never have spoken of it with so 
much tenderness and respect as he has done, considering 
how very different it was from his own opinion, his defence 
of which has sufficiently the appearance of an apology. He 
even intimates some degree of doubt with respect to his 
opinion, when he says that, if he should not be able to prove 
it, the fundamental doctrine of Christianity, viz. that of the 
messiahship of Jesus, would not be affected by it. Why 
should he provide this retreat, if he had not had some secret 
suspicion of the ground on which he stood? He calls the 
Unitarians some, as if they were the minority ; but the term 
is indefinite, and may apply to the majority; and from the 

* Οὐχ ἀπολλυῆαι τὸ τοιδῆον εἰναι Xpicoy Te Θεου, cay amoderbar μὴ δυνωμαι ὅτι καὶ προῦ- 
πήρχεν, biog Tov τσοιη78 των ὅλων Oeov wy, καὶ γεγενηῖωι ἀνϑρωπος διῶ τῆς wapbeve. Αλλα 
ex wavlog αποδεικνυμενθ ὅτι ὅτος Esty 6 Χριςος ὃ του Θεου, ὅςτις slog eras, cay δὲ μη ἀπο- 
δεικνυω ὅτι τροὔπηρχε καὶ γεννησηναι ἀνθρωπίδ» ὁμοιοπωθης ἧμιν, σαρκῶ εχων, xala τὴν TB 
marpos βδλην, ὕπεμεινεν; ev τεῳ πεπλανησῶδωι με μόνον λέγειν δικαιον, αλλ μη ὠρνεισῆῦαι 
ὅτι ὅτος ες ιν ὁ Κριςος, cay φαινηαι ὡς ἀνθρωπίθ» εξ ἀνθρωπων γεννηθεις, καὶ ἐκλογη γενομενίο» 
εἰς τὸν Χριςον εἰναι ἀποδεικνυηωι. Και yao εἰσι τινες, ὦ φιλοι ελεγον, amo τ ἡμεἼερβ γενδς 
ὁμολογενῖες αὐῇον Χριςον εἰναι, ἀνθρωπον δὲ εξ ἀνθρωπὼν γενόμενον ᾳποφαινομενοι. “Og ov 
συν]ιδεμαι, οὐδ᾽ ay πλειςοι ταυα μοι δοξασανῖες εἰποιεν, ἐπειδὴ οὐκ ἀνθρωπειοις διδαγμῶσι 
κεκελευσμεθω ὑπὶ αυτ Te Χρις σειϑδεσδαι, ἀλλα τοις dia τῶν μακαριων' wpopylay χηρυχ- 
Seo καὶ δι avre διδωχ εισι. 

Καὶ 6 Τρυφων, enor μεν δοκδσιν, εἶπεν, δι λεγονες ἀνθρωπὸν γεγονενωι αὖον, καὶ Kar 
ἐκλογὴν κεκρισῆται, και Ἄριςον γεγονενώι, σσιθανωλερον vuwy λεγειν, τῶν Travia ἅπερ φής 
λεγονων" καὶ yop weevles ἥμεις τὸν Χριςτον ἀνθρωπὸν εξ ἀνθρωπων πτροσδοκωμεν YEVITETT Oly κῶς 


τὸν Βλιαν χρισῶι avioy ελθον]ω" cay δὲ ὅτος φαινηαι wy 6 Xpicoc, ἄνθρωπον μεν εξ ἀνθρωπὼν 
γενόμενον εκ wavlos emisarvat de Dial. p. 233. (P.) See Vol. V. pp. 21, 22. 
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complexion of the whole passage, I have no doubt but that 
Justin was aware that it was so, and that with a view to this, 
he added, that he should not be influenced by that consider- 
ation. 

That Justen’s language is that of a man who knew that he 
was advancing a mew opinion, is evident, as I said, from the 
general air and complexion of it; and the more we attend to 
it, the more sensible we shall be of the justness of this con- 
struction. 

1. Let it be considered, that in this place, as well as in his 
writings in general, he dabours the proof of the pre-existence 
of Christ, shewing that it is consonant to the principles of 
Platonism, and also deducible from the writings of Moses, 
and other parts of the Jewish Scriptures, without referring to 
any other writer in support of what he advances. 

2. He does not use ἃ single acrimonious expression against 
those who differed from him with respect to it, which is just 
as any man would do who should write in defence of a novel, 
or not very prevalent opinion, and one, of which himself was 
the principal abettor. 

5. He talks of not being overborne by the authority of 
any number of men, even his fellow-christians, but would 
adhere to the words of Christ, and the sense of Scripture ; 
which is a style almost peculiar to those whose opinions are 
either quite novel, or at least not very prevalent. 

4. The phrase, “neither do [ agree with the majority of 
Christians, who may have objected to my opinion,” which is 
nearly the most literal rendering of the passage (though I 
would not be understood to lay much stress on that circum- 
stance) will naturally be construed to mean that the majority 
actually did make the objection, or that Justzn suspected 
they might make it, 

When 1 consider these circumstances, and also how apt 
all persons are to make their own party more numerous than 
it really is, 1 am inclined to think that even, if the passage 
might bear such a construction as that Jusdzm meant to in- 
sinuate that the majority were with him, yet that it would 
not be the most natural construction, or a sufficient authority 
to conclude that such was the fact. I therefore think that, 
upon the whole, the passage has ail the appearance of an 
apology for an opinion different from that which in his time 
was commonly received on the subject. 

Tam, no doubt, influenced in my construction of this 
particuliar passage by the persuasion that I have, from other 
independent eyidence, that the Unitarians were in fact, 


> 
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the majority of Christians in the time of Justin; that he 
therefore knew this to be the case, and could not mean to 
insinuate the contrary. Another person having a different 
persuasion concerning the state of opinions in that age, will 
naturally be inclined to put a different construction upon 
this passage. In this case 1 only wish that he would 
suspend his judgment till he has attended to my other 
arguments, and afterwards he may perhaps see this passage 
in the same light in which I do. 

The word yev@ I think, refers to natural descent; and I 
therefore conclude that Justen here meant not Christians in 
general, but Gentele Christians in particular; because, as he 
is opposing the opinion concerning Christ, which made him 
to be a man born of men, not to the doctrine of the miracu- 
lous conception, but only to his pre-existence, (though I think 
it probable, that most, if not all, who believed in the semple 
humanity, were also in that age believers in the natural birth 
of Christ,) the only idea that he had in his mind, and to 
which he attended, was that of his semple humanity, and we 
have positive evidence that this was the doctrine of all the 
Jewish Christians, so that he could not speak of some of 
them holding it, and others not. Whereas the Gentile 
Christians were divided on that subject; and some of 
them, even later than this, viz. in the time of Origen, 
held that, in the strictest sense of the expression, Jesus was 
a man born of man, being the son of Joseph as well as of 
Mary. I therefore think that Justin meant the Gentile 
Christians, omitting the Jewzsh Christians, whose sentiments 
he might suppose to have been well known to the learned 
Jew, with whom he was conversing.* It wasasif he had 
said, Not only do those Christians who are of your race, viz. 
Jews, believe Christ to be a mere man, born as other men 
are, but there are also some of our race, viz. Gentile Chris- 
tians,.who hold the same opinion. 

I shall conclude this article with observing, that, with- 
out attending to minute criticisms, it is quite sufficient for 
my purpose, that these ancient Unztarran Christians, whether 
they held the miraculous conception or not, whether they 
were Jews or Gentiles, or whether Justin meant to represent 
them as, stricly speaking, the majority of Christians, or other- 
wise, were not treated by him as heretics. + From this cir- 
cumstance alone, it may be concluded, that they were very 
numerous, because, whenever Unitarians have not been very 


* See Vol. XVIII. pp. 522, 523. 
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numerous, and have not made a respectable figure among 
Christians, they have always been considered with great 
abhorrence, and have been cut off from communion with 
those of the orthodox persuasion. 

With what rancour does Eusebius treat this class of Chris- 
tians both in his History and in his Treatise against Mar- 
cellus of Ancyra, when we know from Athanasius and other 
authorities, that they were at that time very numerous, 
(though among the lower classes of people,) and probably in 
all parts of the Christian world! 

When these things are duly considered, it can hardly be 
imagined but that, let this passage in Justin be construed in 
any manner that the words can possibly bear, it will be suffi- 
ciently to my purpose, and authorize all the use that I have 
ever made of it. But I can very well spare the passage 
altogether, thinking that I have evidence enough of my 
general position without it. * 

If we consider the time in which Justin wrote, viz. about 
A.D. 140, that is, about eighty years after the time of the 
apostles, and compare it with the account that Tertullian and 
others give of the state of opinions among the Jews and 
Gentiles in their time, we can hardly doubt, (whether Justen 
confesses it or not,) that the doctrine of the simple humanity 
of Christ must have been the prevailing one in his time, 
According to the ancient fathers, the Jews, meaning the 
Jewish Christians, were so fully persuaded concerning the 
simple humanity of their Messeah, that the apostles did not 
choose to inform them, except in an indirect manner, that 
Christ was any thing more than a man, and the Gentiles 
were drawn by the Jews into the same opinion; + and 
though John was supposed to speak more plainly, we find 
no effect from it. 

Since, therefore, it was only an indirect evidence of the 
divine and superangelic nature of Christ, that the Jewish 
Christians (by whom the Gospel was communicated to the 
Gentiles) were ever favoured with; can it be thought pro- 
bable, so highly averse as the account itself states the Jews 
to have been to the idea of any super-human nature in Christ, 
that they should, by their own reasoning alone on the sub- 
ject, have generally abandoned their favourite doctrine in so 
short a time as fourscore years? Or, if from some most 
unaccountable cause, and without any person of great autho- 
rity to lead them to it, (for no such authority can we trace,) 


* See Vol. XVIII. p. 524. + See ibid, p. 17. 
VOL. VI. 8. 
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they should have abandoned their original and favourite 
doctrine, is it probable that they would have been so ex- 
tremely active and successful in the propagation of their 
new opinion, and withal have found the Gentiles so very 
pliant as to have been able to induce the generality of them 
to make the same change, when at the same time they are 
known to have had but little connexion, and indeed but little 
respect for each other? Isa period of eighty years naturally 
sufficient for these two successive changes ὃ 

But if we take another well-authenticated circumstance, 
we shall be obliged to reduce this short space (too short as it 
already is for the purpose) to one still shorter. Hegestppus, 
as explained by Vadeszus, in his notes on Eusebsus’s Ecclesias- 
tical History, says, that the church of Jerusalem continued a 
virgin, or free from heresy, till the death of Simeon, who suc- 
ceeded James the Just, that is, till the time of Trajan, or about 
the year 100, or perhaps 110; for his reign began A. D. 98, and 
ended A.D. 117. Knowing, therefore, from other circum- 
stances, what this purity of Christian faith was, and what 
Hegesippus must have known it to be, we have only the space 
of forty, or perhaps thirty, years for so great a change. So rapid 
at that particular period must have been that movement which 
we find by experience to be naturally one of the very slowest 
in the whole system of nature, viz. the revolution of opinions 
in great bodies of men. Can it then be thought probable 
that, considering the Jewish and Gentile Christians as one 
body, the generality of them should have abandoned the doc- 
trine of the simple humanity of Christ, in the time of Justin 
Martyr ? ; 

On the contrary, it is certainly not at all improbable, 
that the more learned and philosophical of the Christians, 
beginning to be ashamed of a crucified man for their Saviour, 
and firmly believing the doctrine of the pre-existence of αὐ 
souls, and of their’descent into human bodies, should have 
begun to fancy that Christ must have had some origin supe- 
rior to that of other men; that this should first of all produce 
the opinions of the Gnostics, who thought that the Chrast, 
who came down from heaven, was quite distinct from the 
man Jesus, and felt nothing of his pains or sorrows ; or that 
these opinions being rejected through the authority of the 
apostles, the generality of Christian teachers or bishops (many 
of whom were educated in the Platonze school at Alexandria) 
should afterwards apply the Platonic doctrine of the dogos to 
the same subject, and that by their influence, opinions lead- 
ing to the dezfication of Christ should gradually gain ground 
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among the common people. But this must have been a work 
of é2me, so that the majority of Christians could hardly have 
been infected with these principles so early as the time of 
Justin Martyr. * 

Ireneus, who wrote forty years after Justin, makes no 
mention of any Gentile Unitarians, in his works against 
heresy, but only of the Ebionites; + and what he says of 
them is a very small proportion of the whole of his work. 
And almost all the orthodox fathers, both before and after 
the Council of Nice, make laboured apologies for their seem- 
ing to teach the doctrine of more Gods than one. ‘This cir- 
cumstance is a sufficient indication that the Trznzéarzans were 
then the minority ; as their violence and insolence afterwards 
shews, that, if they were not the majority, at least they had 
the advantage of power in their favour. 

As the advocates for the doctrines of the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ, advanced them with caution and with 
apology, as being sensible that they were not likely to be well 
received; so, on the other hand, it appears that the Unitarians 
did express the greatest dread of them, as the introduction of 
polytheism, Several instances of this have been produced 
already, and others will appear in different connexions, 
especially when 1 shall shew the zeal with which the ancient 
Unitarians defended their tenets. But I shall in this place 
introduce a few others. 

Origen says, “‘ Because it is probable that some will be 
offended with our saying, that the Father being called the 
only true God, there are other Gods besides him partaking of 
his divinity”—.{ Novatzan speaks of the Unitarians as “ scan- 
dalized at the doctrine of the divinity of Christ.”§ And the 
state of things was not different about the time of the Coun- 
cil of Nice. Eusebzus, in his controversy with Marcellus, 
says, “If they are afracd of making two Gods”—.|| “‘ Some, 
for fear of introducing a second God, make the Father and 
the Son the same.” <‘ Marcellus, for fear of saying there 


* See Vol. XVIII. pp. 18, 19. + See zbid. pp. 187, 188. 

1 AAW ewes esnos τορόσκοψειν tives τοῖς εἰρημένοις, ἕνος μεν aAndive Θεου τοῦ Warps 
«παγΓελλομενου, wapa δὲ τὸν arnt Θεὸν 'Θεων πλειόνων τῇ μεϊοχη Tov Θεὸν γινομένων. 
Comment. 11, Ρ. 47. (P.) ͵ 

§ “ Sed quia obluctantes adversus veritatem semper heeretici sincere traditionis, 
et catholice fidei controversiam solent trahere, scandalizati in Christum quod etiam 
Deus et per scripturas adseratur, et ἃ nobis hoc esse credatur, merito ἃ nobis, ut 
omnis ἃ fide nostra auferri possit hzretica calumnia, de eo quod et Deus sit Christus, 
sic est disputandum, ut non impediat scriptura veritatem.” Cap. xxx. p. 155. (P.) 

|] Ex de oboy αὐτοῖς ἐμποιεῖ, μη wn αρα Ova Θεῦὺς avapopevery δοξαι. Lc. Theol. L. i. 
C, ii. p. 69. (P.) 

"| “Or be, φοξῳ re Boxe δεύερον εἰσηγεισϑαι Oe, τὸν adlov εἰναι warepa καὶ tiov 
δρισάμενοι. Ibid. C, iii. p- 62, (P.) 
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are two Gods, denies the Son to be a separate person.” * 
And again, ‘‘ But you are dreadfully afraid lest you should 
be obliged to acknowledge two hypostases of the Father and 
Son.” F 

In short, it appears that the ancient Unztarians entertained 
the same dread of the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, that 
the Trinitarians of this day do of that of his simple huma- 
nity ; a proof that each of them had been brought up in the 
persuasion of the opinions they held, being the doctrine of 
their ancestors, and of the apostles. In this the ancient 
Unitarians could not be mistaken, but the Trinitarians of the 
present age may very well be so. Whether, therefore, we 
consider the feelings of the Unitarians, or those of the Trini- 
tarians of the early ages, we perceive evident traces of the 
former maintaining an odd opinion, and the latter a mew one. 


CHAPTER XV. 


OBJECTIONS TO THE PRECEDING STATE OF THINGS 
, CONSIDERED. 


Tuat I may conceal nothing from my readers that can 
tend to throw any light on this subject, I shall fairly state 
every objection that 1 have yet met with, to any part of the 
evidence that I have produced. 


SECTION I. 


Of the Testimony of Eusebius to the Novelty of the Unitarian 
Doctrine. 


Ir is alleged that Eusebeus, the historian, or rather Cazus, 
(who is supposed to be the author he quotes, and who, Pho- 
tius says, + wrote The Little Labyrinth, which is thought to 
be the work that Eusebius copied from,) is so far from con- 
firming this account of the great antiquity of the Unitarians, 
that he expressly asserts that they were a modern sect. 
That this charge, with the evidence, may be fairly before the 


* Ὁ μεν γαρ, Seer τ μὴ δυο Θεὸς εἰπεῖν, τὴν ἄρνησιν Ta We wpabarrco, τὴν ὑποςασιν" 
avelwy αὐτο. Ec. Theol. C. x. p. 69. (P. 

+ Adda ἀγωνιᾷς μὴ δυο Θερὺυς ἀγαγκὴ πταραδεξασϑαι τον δυο Vmoraoess τώτρος καὶ Yee 
εἰναι uoroyevia. Ibid. L. ii. C. vii. p. 100. (P.) 

1 Tass τινὸς wpecbriepe ev Ῥωμῃ Siarpibovr@r, ov φασι ovlakas καὶ τὸν AabupwSov.— 
Lng ire ἀύων tives ἐπεγρώψαν Qpryeves, ems Vase so + ορημῶς Bib, Sect, xlviii. p. 
35. : 
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reader, I shall quote the passage in which it is contained at 
full length. ; 

« Artemon made Christ a mere man. They who hold 
this doctrine pretend that it is very ancient; for they say, 
that all the primitive Christians, and the apostles themselves, 
received and taught it, and that the truth was preserved till 
the time of Victor, the thirteenth bishop of Rome from Peter, 
but that it was corrupted in the time of his successor Vic- 
torinus. This might appear probable, if, in the first place, 
the sacred Scriptures were not against it; and if there were 
not writings of Christians now extant, older than the time 
of Victor, which they wrote against the Heathens and against 
heresies. I mean those of Susten, Miltiades, Tatian, Cle- 
mens, and many others, in all of which Christ is spoken 
of as a God. Who is unacquainted with the writings of 
Irenzeus, Melito, and others, speaking of Christ as God 
and man? How many psalms and hymns also are there, 
written by Christians from the beginning, in which Christ 
is celebrated as a God!—How were they not ashamed to 
speak thus. falsely of Victor, knowing very well that Victor 
excommunicated Theodotus, the leader and father of that 
God-denying heresy, who first said, that Christ was a mere 
man ὃ" 

In these passages we have an account of the claims of the 
ancient Unitarians to the high antiquity of their doctrine. 
And it has been seen that, by the general acknowledgment 
of the fathers, and of Eusebsus himself, among the rest, that 
the first doctrine that was taught by the apostles, was that of 
the simple humanity of Christ; and that his divinity was 
very little known till it was published by John, after the death 
of the other apostles. Eusebius, therefore, denying it in this 
case, is not at all to be regarded, since it is contrary to all 


* Τὴν yap τοι δεδηλωμενὴν τ μὰν ψιλὸν ανϑρωπον γινεσῦαι τὸν cwrypa packacay, ov 
προ πόλλου νεωϊερισδεισαν διευϑυνων. Ἐπειδὴ σεμνυνειν αὐτὴν ὡς ἂν ἀρχαιαν δι ταυῆης 
ἤθελον εἰσηγηῖαι. Paci γαρ τες μὲν πρότερᾶς amavlas και aUTES τῆς ἀποςολες wWaperrnpevas 
τε nas δεδιδαχεναι tavla, & νυν ὅτοι λεγδσι' Kas TElypnodas τὴν αληθειαν re κηρυγμιαῖος 
μέχρι τῶν Βικτορος χρόνων, ὃς ἣν τρισχαιδεκαῖος ἀπὸ Ilerpe εν Ῥωμῃ επισκοπος᾽ amo δὲ του 
διαδοχϑ αὖθ Lepupive, wapanexapax bas τὴν αληθειων" yy δ᾽ ἂν τυχον τσιθάνον τὸ λεγόμενον, 
εἰ μὴ τπῦρωῖον μὲν αν]επιπῖον αυῆοις ὧι Sera γραφαι" καὶ adeApwy δὲ τινων ect γραμμαῖα 
wpecbrieca τῶν Βικῆορος χρόνων, & εκεινοι πρὸς τὰ εθνὴ ὕπερ τῆς ἀληδειας, καὶ τρος τας Tole 
Gisperers ἐεγρωψαν" λέγω δὲ [ϑςινβ καὶ Μιλτιαδϑ καὶ Τα7ιανϑ καὶ Κλημενῖος και ἕτερων πλει- 
ὄνων ἐν bis ὥπασι “εολογειῖαι ὁ Xpisost τὰ yap Eipyvase τε καὶ Μελίζωνος καὶ των λοιπων 
τις ἀγνοει βιξλια, Θεὸν καὶ ανϑρωπον καταγζελλονα τὸν Χριςον; Ψάλμοι δὲ ὅσοι καὶ ῳδαι 
αδέλφων ἀπαρχῆς ὑπὸ σιςὼν γραφεισαι, τὸν λόγον Tov Θεου τὸν Xpicov ὕμνθσι Νεολογδνῖες. 

Πως Geaux αιδενῖαι ταυῖα Βικῖορος καϊαψευδεσῖδαι" ακριξως εἰδοῖες, ὅτι Βιχὔωρ τὸν σκευεα 
Θεοδοῖον τὸν ἀρχηγον καὶ ταΐερα ταυΐης τῆς ἀρνησιθεβ «πος ασιας, ἀπεκήρυξε τῆς κοινωνιᾶς, 
τπρωῖον εἰπονῖα ψιλὸν ανρωπον τὸν Χριςον; Ex yup Bixlwp κατ᾽ αὐτὸς stag echpover ὡς ἡ 
relay διδασχει βλασφημία, was av ἀπεθαλλε Θεοδοῖον τὸν τῆς dipscews ταυής υρεῖην. 
Hist: L. v. C. xxviii. p. 262. (P) 
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other evidence, and also to the reason of the thing, as I have 
abundantly proved, unless he had brought some sufficient 
proof to counteract that evidence. What he has offered of 
this kind | shall distinctly consider, after | have produced a 
passage from Theodoret, in which he also mentions the claim ὦ 
of the Unitarians to the antiquity of their doctrine. ‘* Arte- 
mon,” he says, ‘‘ taught that Christ was a mere man, born 
of a virgin, and excelling the prophets in virtue. This, he 
says, the apostles taught, perverting the sense of the sacred 
Scriptures, but that those who came after them made a God 
of Christ, who was not God.” * It. appears also from Luse- 
bius’s answer to Marcellus, that he also charged his opponents 
with holding a new doctrine, and scrupled not to call that 
doctrine heresy. t 

The first argument of Eusebius is, that the sacred Scriptures 
are against the Unitarians. This, however, is a matter of 
opimon, in which he might be, and I doubt not was, mis- 
taken. He then mentions the writings of some persons who 
held the doctrines of the pre-existence and divinity of Christ, 
viz. Justin, Miltzades, Tatian, and Clemens. But of these, 
Justin was the oldest, and it is not denied that he did hold 
those doctrines, being probably the first who advanced them. 
Who the Clemens is that he mentions, he does not say; but 
had it been Clemens Romanus, it is probable-that he would. 
have placed him first, the rest being named in the order of 
time in which they flourished; and besides, there is nothing 
in the epistle of Clemens that is in the least favourable to 
those doctrines. Consequently, it must have been Clemens 
Alexandrinus that he intended, and therefore the highest 
antiquity of the doctrine of the divinity of Christ that Euse- 
bius could prove, is that of Justin. 

Pearson makes no difficulty of contradicting Eusebous in 
this case. His opponent, M. Daillé, having said, “ If that 
account be true,” he replies, ‘“* He knew very well that, 

strictly speaking, it was not true; for he knew many others, 
‘long before Theodotus, and not a few even before Ignatius, 
who taught the same heresy, a catalogue of whom may be 
seen in Epiphanius,” ᾧ and whom he proceeds to mention. 

ἃ Toy δὲ κυριον Incev Xeicoy avsipomoy εἰπε ido, ex wapdevov γεγενήμιενον, τῶν δὲ wpo- 
φηϊων apety Kpertiova’ tavla δὲ καὶ τὰς ἀποςολδς EALYE πεκηρυχενώι, τυωρερμνηνευων τῶν 


δείων γράφων τὴν διανοιαν, τὸς δὲ μετ᾽ εκεινδς «ὁεολογήσῶι Tor Koicoy, οὐκ ia Θεὸν. Heer. 
Fab. L. ii. C. iv. Opera, IV. p. 220. (P.) 

+ Vidoy yap καὶ τῷ ανϑρωπινῳ λογῷ ὅμοιον, ονχι δὲ dsoy ἀληΐως ζωνα καὶ ὑφεςωῖα, Tov 
Χριςον sve ὁμολογειν eVerer, κῶι ἐπειδη τωυΐὴν εἰπε ἐπινοεισίῦοι wy σερέσιν, &c. ‘Contra 
Marcellum, L.i. Ρ. 19. (P.) 

_} “ Theodotum novisse rursus pernego, Dallzeus ipse dubitanter hac proponit, 
si vera sunt, inquit, que Caius, sive alius apud Eusebium scriptor vetustissimus 
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Eusebius’s reply to Marcellus’s charge of novelty is equally 
unsatisfactory, as he only, in a general way, refers to writings 
older than those of Origen, in all of which he says he found 
the same faith. * 

As to the hymns used by Christians, and said by Eusebius 
to have been * from the beginning,” no inference can be 
safely drawn from them, because dzvinity may be ascribed to 
persons in very different senses, and some of them very 
innocent ones, especially in the language of poetry; and as 
to the antiquity of these hymns, as the historian has not 
mentioned the age of them, it is very possible, for any thing 
that appears to the contrary, that they might have been those 
very hymns which were rejected by Paulus Samosatensis on 
account of their novelty. 

It is likewise alleged, that Pdiny says, that ““ the Chris- 
tians on a certain day, before it was light, met to sing a 
hymn to Christ as to God (or a God).” + But as to this 
writer, if he had been told that hymns were sung by Chris- 
tians in honour of Christ, being himself a Heathen, he would 
naturally imagine that they were such hymns as had been 
composed in honour of the Heathen gods who had been men. 
He would be far from concluding from that circumstance, 
that Christ was considered by his followers either as the 
supreme God, or as a pre-existent spirit, the maker of the 
world under God. 


SECTION II. 
Of the Excommunication of Theodotus by Victor. 


THE argument that is urged with the most plausibility 
against the antiquity of the Unitarian doctrine, is that which 
is drawn from the excommunication of Theodotus by Victor, 
bishop of Rome, about the year 200; as it may be said, that 
this bishop, violent as he was, would not have proceeded to 


dicit, Theodotum primum scilicet asseruisse Christum faisse nudum hominem: ipse 
enim optime novit hee, si stricte sumatur, vera non esse: novit alios quamplu- 
rimos diu ante Theodotum, non paucos etiam ante Ignatium, eandem heresin pro- 
oe: quorum catalogus apud Epiphanium legitur,” Vindicie, L. ii. C. ii. p. 
24. (P.) 

* Eyo de και Ὥριγενες wadasclepwy ἀνδρων, πλειςοις ὅσοις εκαλησιαςικοις συγίραμμασιν 
ἐντεῖυχηχῶ, ἐπισκόπων TE καὶ συνόδων επιστολαις, πρόπαλαι γραφεισαις, δι᾿ ὧν Eis και autos 
ὁ τῆς σίστεως χαρακίηρ amodernvulas on optus apa διαθεξληκεν, εἰπὼν επινοεισῖαι τὴν νὺν 
ὧιρεσιν ὗπο των διαξαλλομενων. Contra Marcellum, L. i. p. 420. (Ρ.) 

+ “ Affirmabant autem hance fuisse summam vel culpz suz vel erroris, quod 
essent soliti stato die, ante lucem convenire ; carmenque Christo, quasi Deo, dicere.” 
Epist. xcvii. (P.) See Vol. XVIL. p. 21. 
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the public excommunication of a man whose opinions were 
not generally obnoxious. 

I wish that we had a few more particulars concerning 
this excommunication of Theodotus, as it is the first of the 
kind that is mentioned in history. It is to to be observed, 
that it is not Cazus, the writer quoted by Eusebsus, who says 
that he was excommunicated on account of his being an 
Unitarian, but Eusebius himself; * so that, considering the 
writer’s prejudices, there may be some room to doubt whe- 
ther he was excommunicated on that account. 

The Unitarians, it has been seen, said that Vector favoured 
their doctrine, and this we find asserted in the Appendix 
to Tertullian’s Treatise, De Prescriptione, which, whether 
written by Tertullian himself or not, is probably as good an 
authority as that of Eusebsus. He says that, after the two 
Theodotuses, ““ Praxeas introduced his heresy into Rome, 
which Victorinus endeavoured to strengthen. He said that 
Jesus Christ was God the Father omnipotent, that he was 
crucified, suffered, and died,” &c. + ““ Victorinus,” in this 
passage, Beausobre says, “" it is agreed, should be Victor ;” $ 
and it cannot be supposed, that he would have patronized 
in Praxeas the same doctrine for which he had before ex- 
communicated Theodotus. The probability, therefore, is, 
Theodotus was excommunicated on some other account than 
that of his being an Unitarian. 

Theodotus having been excommunicated as an Unitarian; 
is hardly consistent with that general prevalence of the 
Unitarian doctrine in the time of Tertullian, (which was 
also that of Vzctor,) which we have seen that Tertullian ex- 
pressly asserts. However, the account of Eusebeus, though 
improbable, may be admitted without denying that of Ter- 
tullian, when the circumstances attending them are duly 
considered. 

Tertullian lived in Africa, where there seems to have been 
a greater inclination for the Unitarian doctrine than there was 
at Rome; as we may collect from the remarkable popularity 
of Sabellius in that country, and other circumstances. Atha- 


* Hoay δὲ ὅτοι apdw Θεοδοτα te σκευτεως μαθηΐαι, Te wowle em ταυΐῃ τῇ φρονὴσει" 
parroy de αφροσυνῃ, αφορισδδενῖος τῆς κοινωνιας πο Βικῖορος ὡς εφὴν, Tov Tole emioxors. 
Hist. L. ν. C. xxi. p. 254. “ 

+ “Sed post hos omnes etiam Praxeas quidam heresim introduxit, quam Vic- 
torinus corroborare curavit. Hic Deum Patrem omnipotentem Jesum Christum 
esse dicit; hunc crucifixum passumque contendit et mortuum.” Ad Finem, p, 
293. (P.) 

{ Histoire de Manichéisme, 1. p. 533, Note 5. (P.) “Onconvient que ce Vic- 
torinus est Victor.” Ibid. See Vol. XVIII. pp. 524-526. 
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nasius also, Who complains of many persons of low under- 
standing favouring the same principle, was of the same 
country, residing chiefly in Egypt; though he had seena 
great part of the Christian world, and was, no doubt, well 
acquainted with the state of it. 

We should likewise consider the peculiarly violent cha- 
racter of Victor, who was capable of doing what few other 
persons would have attempted ; being the same person who 
excommunicated all the eastern churches, because they did 
not observe Easter at the same time that the western churches 
did, for which he was much censured by many bishops even 
in the west. * “ 

Such an excommunication as this οἵ Theodotus was by no 
means the same thing with cutting a person off from commu- 
nion with any particular church, with which he had been used 
to communicate. Theodotus was a stranger at Rome, and 
it is very possible that the body of the Christian church in 
that city did not interest themselves in the affair ; the bishop 
and his clergy only approving of it; for I readily grant that, 
though there were some learned Unitarians in all the early 
ages of Christianity, the majority of the clergy were not so. 

Theodotus, besides being a stranger at Rome, was a man 
of science, and is said by the Unitarians to have been well 
received by Victor at first; so that it is very possible that the 
latter might have been instigated to what he did by some 
quarrel between them, of which we have no account. 

Upon the whole, therefore, though Victor excommunicated 
this Theodotus, who was a stranger, and had, perhaps, made 
himself conspicuous, so as to have given some cause of 
umbrage or jealousy to him, it is very possible that a great 
proportion of the lower kind of people, who made no noise or 
disturbance, might continue in,communion with that church, 
though they were known to be Unitarians. 

There is no instance, [ believe, of any person having been 
excommunicated for being an Unitarian before 7heodotus. 
Whereas, had the universal church been Tr:nzéarian from the 
beginning, would not the first Unitarians, the first broachers 
of a doctrine so exceedingly offensive to them, as in all ages 
it has ever been, have experienced their utmost indignation, 
and have been expelled from all Christian societies with 
horror ? 


* See Vol. VIII. pp. 158—160. “The Asiatics answered his lordly summons by 
the pen of Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus, who declared in their name, and that 
with great spirit and resolution, that they would by no means depart, in this matter, 
from the custom handed down to them by their ancestors. Upon this, the thunder 
of excommunication began to roar.” Mosheim’s eles, Hist. (Ch, ii, Pt. ii. Sect. 
x1.), 1758, I. pp. 169, 170, 

VOL. VI. SR 
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SECTION III. 


Of the Part taken by the Laity in the Excommunication of the 
early Unitarrans, and other Considerations relating. to the . 
Subject. 


Ir is particularly remarkable, that, except Theodotus, we 
read of none of the dacty having been excommunicated on 
account of their Unitarian principles, which they were well 
known to hold. And whenever any of the bishops were de- 
posed on this account, it is also remarkable, that the common 
people appear to have been their friends. None of the laity 
were excommunicated along with Noetus, about A. D. 220; 
with Sabellius, about A.D. 255;* Paulus ἘΠ ae 
A.D. 269; or Photinus, A. Ὁ. 844, &c. After the bishops 
had deposed Paulus Samosatensis, it is observable, that only 
sixteen signed the condemnation ;+ and he could not be 
expelled from the episcopal house till the aid of the emperor 
Aurelian was called in; and he may be supposed to have 
been offended at him for his having been in the interest of 
his rival Zenobia. This could not have been necessary, if 
the majority of his people had not been with him, and, there- 
fore, if his deposition had not, in fact, been unjust. 

Besides, the prosecution of Paulus Samosatensis, as Dr. 
Lardner has observed, was vehemently urged by his ‘ pres- 
byter Malchion,” who had a quarrel with him. Having been 
disobliged,” he “could not be satisfied till his bishop was 
removed. Ἢ ‘«‘ He wrote, says Jerome, the’ large epistle in 
the name of the council. Paul had many friends and admi- 
rers among the bishops and presbyters of the neighbouring 
churches and villages, and was much beloved and admired by 
others. "8 He could not be expelled in the first council, in 
264, when Firmilian of Cappadocia and Gregory of Neoce- 
sarea were present; and Firmilian was dead at the time of 
the second council, in 269 or 270.|| Dr. Lardner’s account 
of Paulus Samosatensis, is as follows: 

‘‘ As we have not now before us any of Paul’s writings, 
and have his history from adversaries only, we cannot propose 
to judge distinctly of his talents, nor draw his character at 
length. However, from the several particulars before put 


* See Lardner’s Credib. LV. p. 593. (P.) Works, Ul. p. 72. 
+ Eusebii Hist. L. vit. C. xxx. p. 359. - (P.) 

1 Credib, 1V. p. 624. (P.) Works, Ill. p. 85. 

§ Credib. WV. p. 640. (P.) Works, Ill. p. 92. 

|| Credib. IV. p. 584. (P.) Works, 111. p. 47. 
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down, and collected from divers authors, some things may be 
concluded. And I apprehend that, laying aside for the pre- 
sent the consideration of his heterodoxy, we shall not mistake 
much if we conceive of him after this manner. He had a 
great mind, with a mixture of haughtiness, and too much 
affection for human applause. He was generally well re- 
spected in his diocese, and by the neighbouring bishops, in 
esteem with the great, and beloved by the common people. 
He preached frequently, and was a good speaker. And from 
what is said by the fathers of the council, of his rejecting, 
or laying aside, some hymns, as modern, and composed by 
moderns, it may be argued, that he was a critic, which is a 
valuable accomplishment at all times, especially when uncom- 
mon.” * 

He adds, in a note, “ A learned writer among the moderns, 
(viz. Garner,) whom I did not think of when I drew the 
above character, confirms almost every part of it; for he 
allows Paul to have possessed the third see in the church, 
and to have had the patronage of a great princess, an appear- 
ance of piety, reputation for learning, flowing eloquence, and 
the favour of the multitude.” + 

As to Photinus, he was so popular in his diocese, that 
his solemn deposition by two councils, could not remove 
him from his see. ‘* He defended himself,” says T?d/emone, 
“ἐ against the authority of the church, by the affection which 
his people had for him, even to the year 351, though his 
heresy began to appear as early as 342, or 543, according 
to Socrates; and the Eusebians condemned it in one of 
their confessions of faith, in 345.” At length the Emperor 
Constantius, a zealous Arian, thought it necessary to inter- 
fere, and to get him banished, in a council held at Szrmzum 
itself.§ Had the body of Christians in those times been 
generally Trinitarians, the common people would, no doubt, 
have been ready enough to take an active part against their 
heretical bishops. 


* Credib. 1V. p. 644. (P.) Works, Ill. pp. 93, 94. 

+ “ Ex infime sortis homine factus est Antiochenus episcopus, et tertium 
ecclesie thronum iisdem artibus conscendit, quibus heretici solent, feminze prin- 
cipis potentia, specie pietatis, doctrinze fama, dicendi facilitate, et multitudinis fac- 
po gratia. Dissert. i. de Har. et L. i. Nestor. C. iii. § iii. p. 807. Lardner, 

»p. 94. 

1 Hist. of the Arians, I. p. 116. (P.) “ Photin se défendit méme par I’ affec- 
tion que son peuple avoit pour lui, contre |’ autorité de Péglise, jusqu’en 351, 
qu oique son hérésie ait commence a paroitre des $42, ou 343, selon Socrate: et 
que les Eusebieus lacondamnent dans un ὧδ leurs formulaires—en 345." Hist. 
Eccles. (1704), VI. p. 530. 

§ See Vol. VII. p. 349. 
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As to Eusebwus’s charging heretics with teaching new doc- 
trines, he is remarkably inaccurate and inconsistent with 
himself in that respect, and so, indeed, are all the other 
ecclesiastical historians. No Unitarian is mentioned, but he 
is said to have been the jirsé to have taught the Unitarian 
doctrine. This language is held even with respect to 
Photinus, the very last of the celebrated Unitarians. But it 
is possible, as I have observed before, that by novelty these 
writers might sometimes mean nothing more than heresy. 

The charge of teaching the Unitarian doctrine as a novelty, 
is first advanced against Berydlus, bishop of Bostra in Arabia, 
who, perhaps, was the first who wrote in defence of the doc- 
trine, that of the divinity of Christ beginning at that time to 
be prevalent. Eusebius says of him, that he introduced 
things new and strange to the Catholic faith ; having dared to 
assert, that our Lord and Saviour did not pre-exist in his 
own distinct person before his incarnation, that he had no 
proper divinity of his own, but that of the Father only abi- 
ding in him.”* 

Sozomen also says, that Marcellus introduced a new doc- 
trine, that “‘the Son of God had his beginning with his birth 
of Mary ;” and yet, in the same section, he says of him, that 
he adopted the opinion of Paulus Samosatensvs. ¢ 

The same writer calls Phoéenus the introducer of a new 
heresy, when, in the same chapter, he says, that he held the 
same opinion with Sabeldius and Paulus Samosatensis. + 

Photinus is also charged with being the author of his own 
opinion by Socrates ; ὃ and yet he had before mentioned him 
as a disciple of Marcellus. || 

As to the general testimony of Eusebrus, and other writers, 
who were themselves believers in the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ, that the primitive church was orthodox in 
their sense of the word, it is not, as I said, to be regarded, 


* BypvrrGy ὁ μικρῳ προσϑεν δεδηλωμενίθ.»» Βοστρων τῆς Apabsag επισκοπίθ», τὸν ἐκκλη- 
σιαστικον τταρεκτρεπὼν κανονῶ, ξενα τινὰ τῆς πίστεως πταρεισφερειν ἐπειρῶτο" τὸν σωὔηρα 
καὶ κυριον ἥμων λέγειν τολμῶν μὴ τρουφεσταναι κατ᾽ ἰδιαν Baas ππεριγρωφην, wpa τῆς εἰς 
ανῶρωπες ἐπιδημίας, μηδὲ μὴν δεοτητα Wiay ἔχειν, GAA ἐμπολιτευομενὴν αὐτῷ μονὴν τὴν 
πσατρικήν. Hist. L. vi. C.xxx.p. 207. (P.) : 

Ἐ-Ἐν δὲ τῳ Tole καὶ Μαρκελλον Aynupas ἐπισχοπον τῆς Γωλαΐων, ὡς καινων doypalov 
εἰσηγη]ην; Kas τὸν Vioy τ Θεου Aeyovia ex Μαριας τὴν ἀρχήν εἰληφεναι.---Ἔπς τὴν Παυλβ τὸ 
Σαμοσαΐεως εξεκυλισθη δοξαν. Hist. L. ti. C. xxxiil. pp. 91, 02. (P.) 

J} Ηδη wpolepoy καινῆς chipecews εἰσηγη]ης γενομιενος.---ῶς ta Σαδελλιβ καὶ Παυλδ tov 
Σαμοσαΐεως ppovevia. Hist. L. iv. C. vi. p. 135. (P.) 

§ Tole dy και Φωτεινὸς ὁ τῆς exer ἐκχλήσιας τρροες-ἥκως, To wapevpebey αὐτῷ δογμώ φανε- 
ρωΐερον εξεθρυλλει. Hist. II. ρ. 129. (P.) ἢ 

|| Φωτεινος yup τῶν exer εχχαλήσιων wpossws, γενὸς τῆς μικρῶς Γαλατιῶς, Μαρκελλθ τε τ 
καθηρήμεν μαθη]ης, ἀκολϑθων τῳ διδασκάλῳ, Widoy aydpamoy Tov ὕιον ἐδογμάτισε. Hist. 
(L, ii. C. xxix.) IL. p. 98. (},) 
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unless they bring some sufficient proofs of their assertion. 
They were, no doubt, willing to have it thought so, and, 
without considering it very particularly, might presume that 
it was so. But the facts which they themselves record, and 
the account which they give of the apostles in divulging the 
orthodox doctrine with so much caution, make it impossible 
to have been as, in general terms, they assert. I am even 
surprised that any person should lay the least stress on the 
mere assertion of a writer in this case, when it is so common 
for men to represent the opinions of those whose authority 
they know to be great, as being the same with their own. 
Every man should be heard with caution in such a case, and 
what he says on one occasion, should be compared with what 
he says On another, and especially with what he drops, as it 
were, accidentally, and when he was off his guard. 

This may certainly be said in favour of the Unitarians, that 
they did not contradict themselves on this subject, but uni- 
formly maintained, that theirs was the ancient doctrine, 
transmitted to them from the apostles; whereas Eusebius 
manifestly contradicts himself. He certainly knew that 
Justin Martyr had not only mentioned Unitarians, as exist- 
ing in his time, but had also treated them with much respect ; 
and, to say nothing of his own testimony to the apostle John 
having been the first who taught with clearness, and conse- 
quently with effect, the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, 
he himself speaks of the Ebzonztes as contemporary with 
Cerinthus, who by his own account lived in the time of the 
apostle John. * 

That Eusebius should take so violent a part, as he always 
does, against the ancient Unitarians, is not difficult to be 
accounted for. He was himself strongly suspected of Arza- 
nism, at a time in which the Athanasian doctrine was preva- 
lent, and though a learned man, he was not of the firmest 
tone of mind. In these circumstances, he would naturally 
make the most of such pretensions to orthodoxy as he 
had, and would be inclined to shew his zeal by invec- 
tives against those who were more heretical than himself. 
This we see illustrated every day. This was the cause why 
many of the reformers from Popery joined with the Papists, 
in the persecution of those who were desirous of carrying the 
Reformation farther than themselves. This might, in some 
measure, contribute to produce the zeal of the Calvinists 
against the Arminians, that of the Armenians against the 


* Hist. L, iii, C. xxvii. xxviii, pp. 121,&e. (P.) 
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Arians, that of the Arzans against the Socinians, and that of 
Socinus himself against /rancis David. * 

It may be said, that if the great majority of Christians in 
early times were Unztarians, why did they not excommuni- 
cate the innovating T>znztarzans ? | answer, that the doctrine 
of the Trinity was not, in its origin, such as could give 
much alarm, as I have already explained ; and it was not 
obtruded upon the common people as an article of faith 
necessary to their salvation, or indeed as a thing which they 
were at all concerned to know. And before it became very 
formidable, there was a great majority of the learned and 
philosophizing clergy on its side. However, that it did give 


very great alarm, as it began to unfold itself, I have produced 


the most undeniable evidence. 


* See Vol. X. p. 356, Chaupefié’s “ Life of Servetus,” translated by Yair, 1771, 
pp: 201, 202. 
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